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INDEX  AND  SUMMARY  OF  H.  R.  1321+1 


Sept.  26,  1962  Rep.  Cooley  introduced  H.R.  1321+1  which  was 

referred  to  the  House  Agriculture  Committee. 
Print  of  bill  as  introduced. 

Sept.  27,  1962  Sen.  Ellender  introduced  S.  3756  which  was  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  Senate  Agriculture  and  Forestry 
Committee.  Print  of  bill  as  introduced. 


Oct.  1,  1962  Senate  committee  reported  S.  3756  without  amend¬ 
ment.  S.  Report  No.  222l+.  Print  of  bill  and 
report. 

House  committee  reported  H.  R.  1321+1  without 
amendment.  H.  Report  No.  21+97.  Print  of  bill 
and  report. 

House  passed  H.  R.  1321+1  under  suspension  of 
the  rules. 


Oct.  2,  1962  Senate  passed  H.  R.  1321+1  without  amendment. 

Oct.  11,  1962  Approved:  Public  Law  87-801. 
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DIGEST  OF  PUBLIC  LAW  87-801 


EXEMPTION  OF  SMALL  WHEAT  ACREAGE  FROM  MARKETING  QUOTAS. 
Amends  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962  so  as  to 
provide  that  a  farm  marketing  quota  on  the  1963  crop  of 
wheat  shall  not  be  applicable  to  any  farm  on  which  the 
acreage  of  wheat  does  not  exceed  the  smaller  of  (1) 

15  acres,  or  (2)  the  highest  number  of  acres  actually 
planted  to  wheat  on  the  farm  for  harvest  in  any  of  the 
calendar  years  1959,  1960,  1961,  or  1963  (under  previous 
law  the  exemption  would  apply  to  the  smaller  of  (1)  15 
acres,  or  (2)  the  highest  acreage  planted  in  1959,  1960 
or  1961). 
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””S=ESS  H.  R.  13241 


September  26,  1962 

Mr.  Cooley  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture 


To  amend  section  309  of  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of 


1962. 


Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 


1 


2  fives  of  the  U nited  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  item  (7)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress 

4  (7  U.S.C.  1340(7)),  as  amended  by  section  309  of  the 

5  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962,  is  amended  by  changing 

6  the  period  at  the  end  thereof  to  a  comma  and  adding  “or 


I 


w 


►i 

CD 


<P 


a 

o 

3 


02 

H 

►0 

H 

H 

td 

H 

W 


rp 

re 


to 

05 


CO 

05 

to 


crq 


o 

c 


►i 

a> 


w 

vi 


O 

o 

o 

r 

m 


H 

o 


cp 

P 


in 

CP 

o 

ci- 


co 

o 

eo 


> 

D3 


O 

ct- 


O 

Hb 


O 

Hb 


CO 

05 

to 


o 

o 


r 

r 


P 

P 

P- 


CTQ 

>-s 


00 

H 
to  W 

o  \L 

co  2 

3  2 

CD  S' 

2  Q 
2  td 
^  H 
co 

CO 


( 


PC 


GO 

to 

£» 


( 


87th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


S.  3756 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

September  27, 1962 

Mi'.  Ellender  introduced  the  following  bill ;  which  was  read  twice  and  referred 
to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 


A  BILL 

To  amend  section  309  of  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  item  (7)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress 

4  (7  U.S.C.  1340(7)  ),  as  amended  by  section  309  of  the 

5  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962,  is  amended  by  changing 

6  the  period  at  the  end  thereof  to  a  comma  and  adding  “or 

7  1963.” 
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SENATE 


Agriculture  AND  FORESTRY  COMMITTEE  reported  the  following  bills:  p„  .2021*5 
S.  3756,  without  amendment,  to  amend  Sec.  309  of  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act 
of  1962  so  as  to  provide  that  a  farm  marketing  quota  on  the  1963  wheat  crop 
shall  be  applicable  to  any  farm  on  which  acreage  of  wheat  exceeds  the 
smaller  of  15  acres  or  the  highest  number  of  acres  planted  to  wheat  on  the 
farm  in  calendar  years  1959,  1960,  1961,  or  1963  (instead  of  1959,  1960,  or 
1961) (S.  Rept.  2224). 

5TS5T  ,  without  amendment,  to  amend  the  Consolidated  Farmers  kom^AWminis 

tration  Act  of  1961  in  order  to  increase  from  $150  million  to  $200  miriJLon 
annually  the  amount  of  loans  which  may  be  insured  under  the  Act  (S.  Repi 
2220) . 

R.  10708,  with  amendment,  to  amend  the  Rural  Electrification  Act  with 
respect  to  financing  communication  facilities  for  transmission  of  sounds, 
signals,  pictures,  writing,  and  signs,  as  well  as  voice  (S.  Rept.  2221). 
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H.  R.  12855,  without  amendment,  to  amend  provisions  of  the  Agricultural  Ad 
justment  Act  of  1938  providing  for  the  lease  and  transfer  of  tobacco 
acreage  allotment  so  as  to  exclude  cigar-filler  and  cigar-binder  tobacc 
types  42,43,44,53,54,  and  55  from  the  lease  and  transfer  authority  (S. 
2222). 

R.  946,  without  amendment,  to  extend  to  oyster  planters  the  benefit/" of 
vthe  provisions  of  present  law  which  provide  for  production  disaster  loans 
>r  farmers  and  stockmen  (S.  Rept.  2219). 

3^^0,  with  amendment,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Agricultury' to  relin¬ 
quish  to  Wyo.  jurisdiction  over  those  lands  within  the  Medici/e  Bow  Nation 
al  Forest  known  as  the  Pole  Mountain  District  (S.  Rept.  222 


Pt. 


2.  APPROPRIATIONS;  BUDGET.  Received  from  the  President  supplemental  appropria¬ 
tions  for  fis'qal  year  1963  for  this  Department  (S.  Doc.  15^)  (p.  20245). 
Attached  to  this  Digest  is  a  summary  of  the  items  perta^lng  to  this  Depart¬ 
ment. 


3.  PUBLIC  WORKS  APPRO POTATION  BILL,  1963.  Passed  with 
12900.  Conferees  were  appointed,  pp.  20239-45 


nendments  this  bill,  H.R. 


C 


4.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Sen.  Humphrey  criticized  charges  Ai  the  Republican  National 
Committee  against  the  Foociand  Agriculture  Ac yr  of  1962  as  "a  deliberate  and 
reckless  attempt  to  turn  farmers  against  consumers  and  city  dwellers  against 
rural  America,"  and  defendecT^he  Act  again^x  these  charges.  Sen.  Kuchel 
defended  the  charges  and  contended  that  One  farm  bill  had  merited  defeat, 
pp.  20335-6  .. 

Sen.  Kuchel  inserted  an  editoj\^l  critical  of  the  farm  program  and  relating 
experiences  of  Sen.  Anderson  in  contacting  farm  operations  under  the  program, 
p.  20336 


5.  WORLD  FOOD  CONGRESS.  The  "Dail3^)igest"\states  that  the  Foreign  Relations 
Committee  approved  with  amendment  S.  3679V  to  authorize  funds  to  enable  the 
U.  S.  to  extend  an  invitatiosr  to  the  Food  And  Agricultural  Organization  of 
the  U.  N.  to  hold  a  World  IJ^od  Congress  in  t^e  U.  S.  in  1963.  p.  D917 


6.  WATERSHEDS.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Commit\ee  approved  the  following 
watershed  projects:  Choked  Bayou,  Ark.;  West  Fon^  Pond  River,  Ky. ,  and 
Hardin  Creek  and  MilKCreek,  Tenn.  p.  D916 


C 


7.  PUBLIC  WORKS.  The  .public  Works  Committee  reported  without  amendment  (an 

original  bill)  3773,  the  public  works  authorization\ill  (S.  Rept.  2258), 
p.  20246 


PROPRIATION  BILL,  1963.  Began  debate  on  this  bill,  H.  R.  13175 
,  20260-2,  20270-92,  20298-329).  By  a  vote  of  34  t^  40,  rejected 


FOREIGN  AID 
(pp.  2024 

an  amend/ent  by  Sen.  Ellender  to  reduce  by  $200  million  the  ami 
development  loans  and  economic  assistance  (pp.  20314-9). 


ints  for 


STATER  JUSTICE,  AND  COMMERCE,  THE  JUDICIARY,  AND  RELATED  AGENCIES  AI 
BILL,  1963.  The  Appropriations  Committee  reported  with  amendments  tl 
R.  12580  (S.  Rept.  2226).  p.  20245 


)PRIATI0N 
.s  bill, 


10 


STATISTICS.  The  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  reported  without  \ 
amendment  H.  R.  7791,  to  provide  for  the  collection  and  publication  of  foreign 
commerce  and  trade  statistics  (S.  Rept.  2217).  p.  20245  \ 
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1 .  CENSUS .REPORTS.  The  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  reported  with 
amendment  S.  3631,  to  preserve  the  confidential  nature  of  copies  of  report j 
filed  with  the  Bureau  of  the  Census  on  a  confidential  basis  (S.  Rept.  22] 

20245 

BUDGETING.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  10613,  to  repeal  subse  (d)  of 

Sec.  >16  of  the  Administrative  Expenses  Act  of  1946  which  require  tiled 

budget\estimates  for  appropriations  to  be  used  for  purchase  or  h  : 

passenger  motor  vehicles  or  for  purchase,  maintenance,  or  opera^  :  air¬ 
craft.  xHis  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President,  p.  20249/ 

13.  LATIN  AMERICA\  Sen.  Morse  inserted  an  address  by  the  president  of  the  Inter- 
American  Development  Bank,  ’’Latin  America:  Economic  Integjra  :ion  and  Political 
Reintegration, '^\pp.  20330-3 

HOUSE 

14.  WHEAT.  By  a  vote  of  255  to  60,  passed  under  suspension  of  the  rules  H.R.  13241, 

to  amend  Sec.  309  of  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962  to  provide  that  a 
|  farm  marketing  quota  on  the  1963  crop  shall  be  applicable  to  any  farm  on 

which  acreage  of  wheat  exceeds  the  smaller  of  15  acres  or  highest  number  of 
acres  planted  to  wheat  on  the  farm  in  calendar  years  1959,  1960,  1961  or  1963 
(instead  of  1959,  1960,  or  1961) (pp.  20403-10).  The  Agriculture  Committee 
earlier  reported  this  bill  without  amendment  (H.  Rept.  2497) (p.  20443). 


The  Agriculture  Committee  reported  vufth  amendment  H'.  R.  13188,  to  amend  the 

1963  wheat  provisions  of  the  Food\nd>ftgriculture  Act  of  1962  to  permit  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  make  adjustments  in  yields  of  wheat  to  reflect  any 
increases  in  yields  as  the  result  yr\he  adoption  of  the  improvement  of  an 
irrigation  system.  (The  adjusted  .yieldXcan  be  used  in  determining  diversion 
payments  of  the  first  207o  reduct/Lon  in  wHeat  acreage  and  in  determining  the  * 
normal  production  of  the  1963  Acreage  for  purposes  of  price  support  payments.) 
(H.  .Rept.  2505).  p.  20443 

15.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Cooley  Anserted  a  descripti^  summary  of  the  Food  and  Agri¬ 

culture  Act  of  1962.  pn<  20410-2 
\  Rep.  Hoeven  criticised  the  farm  legislation  enacted  during  the  87th  Congress 

and  said,  "The  only  tiling  that  this  administration \ffers  is  controls  and  more 
controls."  pp.  20429-41 

16.  ANIMAL  DISEASE.  Passed  without  amendment  S.  3120,  to  gritat  the  Secretary  of 

Agriculture  additional  authority  to  permit  the  interstateNmovement  of  certain 
diseased  live^ock  and  poultry.  This  bill  will  now  be  senl^to  the  President, 
p.  20352 

17.  RICE.  Pa^ed  without  amendment  S.  3152,  to  provide  for  the  nutritional  enrich¬ 

ment  and  sanitary  packaging  of  rice  prior  to  its  distribution  und^c  certain 
Federal  programs,  including  the  national  school  lunch  program.  This  bill  will 
now J6e  sent  to  the  President,  p.  20352 

QDS.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  11111,  to  amend  the  Act  of  0ctobe\v4, 
0.961,  authorizing  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  sell  and  convey  certaii 
forest  lands  in  Iowa  so  as  to  provide  that  such  sale  shall  be  subject  to  t) 
condition  that  the  property  be  used  for  public  purposes,  p.  20352 

19.  CROP  INSURANCE.  At  the  request  of  Rep.  Abernethy,  passed  over  without  preju¬ 
dice  S.  2859,  to  amend  the  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Act,  as  amended,  in  order  to 
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increase  from  100  to  150  the  number  of  new  counties  in  which  crop  insurance 
may  be  offered  each  year.  p.  20352 


re- 
under 


20\  SCHOOL  LUNCH.  House  and  Senate  conferees  were  appointed  on  H.  R.  11665, 
vvise  the  formula  for  apportioning  cash  assistance  funds  among  the  Stat 
le  National  School  Lunch  Act.  pp.  20349,  20299 
^Passed  without  amendment  S.  J.  Re.  211,  providing  for  the  establishment  of 
an  annual  National  School  Lunch  Week.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  Jro  the 
President,  p.  20350 


21.  APPROPRIATIONS.  The  Appropriations  Committee  reported  H.  R.  13290,  making 
supplemental  appropriations  for  1963  (H.  Rept.  2507) (p.  204420 .  Permission 
was  grantedS^o  bring  this  bill  up  any  time  on  Wednesday  oryt hereafter, 
p.  20345 

Conferees  w&re  appointed  on  H.  R.  12276,  the  District/ of  Columbia  appro¬ 
priation  bill  fo^  1963.  Senate  conferees  have  alreadj^/been  appointed, 
p.  20345 


22.  MINERALS.  Concurred  fNa  the  Senate  amendment  to  H.  /ft.  11049,  to  provide  for  the 
relief  of  certain  oil  and  gas  lessees  under  the  ilineral  Leasing  Act.  This 
bill  will  now  be  sent  to\,the  President,  p.  20^9  f 


CENSUS.  Passed  without  amei^ment  H  R.  1195)/,  to  provide  for  taking  of  the 
economic  census  one  year  earlier  starting /in  1968.  p.  20351 

The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  rule  f/r  the  consideration  of  H.  R.  10569, 
to  amend  title  13,  U.S.C.,  to  pnteservey/he  confidential  nature  of  copies  of 
information  filed  with  the  Bureau\of  J&e  Census  on  a  confidential  basis, 
pp.  20396,  20443 


PERSONNEL.  Passed  without  amendment  s\con.  Res.  53*  favoring  travel  by  legis¬ 
lative  and  Government  employee^on  U.  SV  air  flag  carriers,  p.  20351 

By  a  vote  of  309  to  19,  pa/sed/su^fenWon  of  the  rules  H.  R.  5698,  to  ex¬ 
tend  the  apportionment  requirement  in  the  \ivil  Service  Act  of  January  16, 
1883,  to  temporary  summer  Employment,  pp.  zQ 376-96 


25.  QUARANTINE.  Passed  with-it  amendment  H.  R.  683\to  authorize  the  Donna-Rio 

Bravo  Bridge  Company  to  construct,  maintain,  anaV^perate  a  toll  bridge  acros^ 
the  Rio  Grande  near  jEfonna,  Texas,  p.  20351 


26.  MIGRATORY  BIRDS.  Jessed  with  amendment  S.  3504,  to  aiJthorize  the  appropriatior 
of  $7500  for  expenses  of  the  Migratory  Bird  Conservation  Commission,  p. 20353 


27.  PAY  BILL.  By  af  vote  of  327  to  22,  passed  under  suspension  h£  the  rules  a  re¬ 
solution  sending  H.  R.  7927,  the  postal  increase  and  pay  bril,  to  conference, 
House  and/Senate  conferees  were  appointed,  pp.  20365-72,  20a92 


28.  FISHERIES.  Passed  without  amendment  S.  3431,  to  consent  to  the  Amendment  of 
the  Eacific  Marine  Fisheries  Compact  and  to  participation  of  certain  addi¬ 
tional  States  in  such  compact.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  ^resident, 
pp/  20353-4 

Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  S.  901,  the  proposed  Oceanographic 
rAct  of  1962.  pp.  20412-3 

The  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries  Committee  reported  with  amendment  HNi 
9547,  to  amend  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Act  of  1956  with  regard  to  the  import 
for  sale  within  the  U.  S.  of  salmon  taken  on  the  high  seas  of  the  North 
Pacific  Ocean  (H.  Rept.  2498).  p.  20443 
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October  1,  1962. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Johnston,  from  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 

submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  S.  3756] 

The  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  to  whom  was  referred 
the  bill  (S.  3756),  to  amend  section  309  of  the  Food  and  Agriculture 
Act  of  1962,  having  considered  the  same,  report  thereon  with  a  recom¬ 
mendation  that  it  do  pass  without  amendment. 

This  bill  would  require  that  the  small  farm  15-acre  exemption  under 
which  farmers  have  already  planted  continue  effective  for  the  1963 
crop.  A  complete  and  detailed  analysis  of  the  bill  is  given  in  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture’s  report  which  follows. 

Department  of  Agriculture, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 

Washington,  October  1,  1962. 

Hon.  Allen  J.  Ellender, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 

U.S.  Senate. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  This  is  in  reply  to  the  request  of  your  office 
for  a  report  on  S.  3756,  a  bill  to  amend  section  309  of  the  Food  and 
Agriculture  Act  of  1962. 

This  Department  recommends  the  enactment  of  this  bill. 

S.  3756  would  amend  section  309  of  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act 
of  1962  to  provide  that  a  farm  marketing  quota  on  the  1963  crop  of 
wheat  shall  not  be  applicable  to  any  farm  on  which  the  acreage  of 
wheat  exceeds  the  smaller  of  (1)  15  acres,  or  (2)  the  highest  number 
of  acres  actually  planted  to  wheat  on  the  farm  for  harvest  in  any 
of  the  calendar  years  1959,  1960,  1961,  or  1963.  Under  the  present 
provisions  of  section  309,  the  exemption  would  apply  to  the  smaller 
of  (i)  15  acres,  or  (ii)  the  highest  acreage  planted  in  1959,  1960,  or 
1961 . 

Prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962,  it 
was  necessary  because  of  time  limitations  to  proceed  with  a  wheat 
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referendum  for  the  1963  crop  based  on  existing  law.  Among  other 
things,  the  then  existing  law  provided  for  a  15-acre  wheat  exemption  t 
for  marketing  quota  purposes.  Farmers  were  so  informed  and  notified 
prior  to  their  favorable  vote  in  the  recent  wheat  referendum.  The 
provisions  of  law  with  respect  to  eligibility  to  vote  in  the  recent 
referendum  provided  that  any  person  subject  to  marketing  quotas  on 
wheat  would  be  eligible  to  vote.  Therefore,  many  producers  who 
at  the  time  were  unable  to  vote  are  now  in  a  marketing  quota  penalty 
position  because  they  have  planted  more  wheat  on  their  farm  for 
harvest  in  1963  than  the  highest  acreage  planted  for  harvest  in  1959, 
1960,  or  1961.  In  the  area  where  the  largest  number  of  these  farms 
is  located,  the  planting  season  for  wheat  is  from  approximately 
September  10  to  October  30. 

In  the  winter  wheat  States,  wheat  has  already  been  planted  on  a 
large  percentage  of  the  small  wheat  farms  in  reliance  on  the  notice 
previously  given.  In  these  cases  it  would  be  necessary  under  section 
309  of  the  act  for  the  farm  operator  to  dispose  of  the  excess  acreage  on 
the  farm  or  be  subject  to  a  marketing  quota  penalty. 

There  are  about  1,200,000  wheat  farms  which  will  be  affected  by  the  ( 
change  in  the  wheat  exemption  required  by  section  309.  Of  these 
1,200,000  small  wheat  farms,  it  is  estimated  that  from  200,000  to 
300,000  farms  would  have  an  acreage  seeded  to  wheat  for  harvest  in 
1963  in  excess  of  the  permitted  acreage.  Unless  the  provisions  of 
section  309  are  changed,  it  will  be  necessary  to  determine  for  each  of 
these  farms  the  highest  acreage  planted  to  wheat  on  the  farm  for 
harvest  in  1959,  1960,  or  1961  and  renotify  the  farmers  involved  and 
give  them  an  opportunity  to  appeal.  This  will  be  expensive,  time 
consuming,  delay  in  getting  the  1963  wheat  stabilization  program 
underway,  and  cause  great  confusion  and  dissatisfaction  on  the  part  of 
farmers. 

We  believe  that  under  the  present  provisions  of  law  producers  would 
feel  that  they  had  been  misinformed  with  respect  to  the  acreage  of 
wheat  which  they  could  grow  and  would  resist  the  enforcement  of  the 
existing  provisions  of  section  309  of  the  act.  We  are  quite  sure  that 
a  large  number  of  producers  would  resort  to  legal  action  before  com¬ 
plying  with  this  provision  of  the  law. 

For  1964  and  subsequent  years,  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of 

1962  provides  that  the  3-year  average  acreage  of  wheat  on  these  . 
small  farms  will  be  used  both  for  marketing  quota  purposes  and  for  ( 
purposes  of  the  wheat  stabilization  program. 

In  view  of  the  difficulties  we  would  experience  in  administering  the 

1963  wheat  program  with  the  provisions  of  section  309  unchanged,  we 
strongly  urge  the  enactment  of  this  bill. 

It  is  conservatively  estimated  that  the  enactment  of  this  bill  will 
result  in  a  savings  of  around  $1,500,000  in  administrative  costs. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that  there  is  no  objection  to  the 
presentation  of  this  report  from  the  standpoint  of  the  administra¬ 
tion’s  program. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Charles  S.  Murphy,  Acting  Secretary. 
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CHANGES  IN  EXISTING  LAW 

In  compliance  with  subsection  (4)  of  rule  XXIX  of  the  Standing 
Rules  of  the  Senate,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill,  as  re¬ 
ported,  are  shown  as  follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted  is 
enclosed  in  black  brackets,  new  matter  is  printed  in  italic,  existing  law 
in  which  no  change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman) : 

PUBLIC  LAW  74,  77TH  CONGRESS 

That  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  Act) — 
******* 

(7)  A  farm  marketing  quota  on  any  crop  of  wheat  shall  not  be 
applicable  to  any  farm  on  which,  under  regulations  prescribed  by 
the  Secretary,  the  actual  acreage  planted  to  wheat  for  harvest  of 
such  crop  does  not  exceed  15  acres:  Provided,  however,  That  a  farm 
marketing  quota  on  the  1962  crop  of  wheat  shall  be  applicable  to 
any  farm  on  which  the  acreage  of  wheat  exceeds  the  smaller  of  (1) 
13.5  acres  or  (2)  the  highest  number  of  acres  actually  planted  to  wheat 
on  the  farm  for  harvest  in  any  of  the  calendar  years  1959,  1960,  or  1961 . 
Provided,  further,  that  a  farm  marketing  quota  on  the  1963  crop  of 
wheat  shall  be  applicable  to  any  farm  on  which  the  acreage  of  wheat 
exceeds  the  smaller  of  (1)  15  acres,  or  (2)  the  highest  number  of  acres 
actually  planted  to  wheat  on  the  farm  for  harvest  in  any  of  the  calen¬ 
dar  years  1959,  1960,  or  1961,  or  1963. 
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S.  3756 

[Report  No.  2224] 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

September  27, 1962 

Mr.  Eli.ender  introduced  the  following  bill ;  which  was  read  twice  and  referred 
to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 

October  1, 1962 

Reported  by  Mr.  Joiinston,  without  amendment 


A  BILL 

To  amend  section  309  of  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  item  (7)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress 

4  (7  U.S.C.  1340(7)  ),  as  amended  by  section  309  of  the 

5  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962,  is  amended  by  changing 

6  the  period  at  the  end  thereof  to  a,  comma  and  adding  “or 

7  1963.” 
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1963  WHEAT  PROGRAM— SMALL  FARM  EXEMPTION 


October  1,  1962. — Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Cooley,  from  the  Committee  on  Agriculture,  submitted  the 

following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.R.  13241] 

The  Committee  on  Agriculture,  to  whom  was  referred  the  bill 
(H.R.  13241)  to  amend  section  309  of  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act 
of  1962,  having  considered  the  same,  report  favorably  thereon  with¬ 
out  amendment  and  recommend  that  the  bill  do  pass. 

PURPOSE 

The  purpose  of  this  bill  is  to  correct  an  error  in  the  conference  re¬ 
port  on  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962.  The  effect  of  the 
amendment  is  to  permit  small  wheat  farmers  (those  planting  less  than 
15  acres  of  wheat  for  harvest)  to  have  the  same  exemption  from  mar¬ 
keting  quotas  under  the  1963  wheat  program  as  they  had  under  the 
provisions  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938  at  the  time  of 
the  referendum  on  August  30,  1962. 

NEED  FOR  THE  LEGISLATION 

On  August  31,  1962,  when  the  conferees  first  met  on  H.R.  12391, 
which  became  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962,  very  little  wheat 
had  been  planted  for  the  1963  crop.  One  of  the  first  areas  of  general 
agreement  reached  by  the  conferees  was  that  the  1962  wheat  program, 
as  contained  in  the  House  bill,  would  be  extended  to  the  1963  crop 
with  little  or  no  change  other  than  the  elimination  of  the  mandatory 
10-percent  reduction  in  acreage  which  was  a  part  of  the  1962  program. 

One  of  the  provisions  of  the  1962  program  was  that  the  15-acre 
exemption  from  wheat  marketing  quotas  was  reduced  to  13.5  acres 
(the  mandatory  10-percent  reduction)  or  the  highest  acreage  planted 
to  wheat  on  the  farm  for  harvest  in  the  years  1959,  1960,  or  1961. 
Pursuant  to  the  general  agreement,  the  mandatoiy  reduction  was 
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eliminated  but  the  basic  requirement  that  plantings  for. 1963  might 
not  exceed  (on  farms  with  acreage  of  less  than  15  acres)  the  highest 
acreage  planted  to  wheat  for  harvest  in  1959,  1960,  or  1961  was 
retained.  At  the  tune  the  conferees  first  met  and  reached  this  general 
agreement,  this  provision  might  have  been  retained  without  affecting 
many  wheat  farmers,  because  very  little  wheat  had  been  planted  at 
that  time. 

By  the  time  the  conference  committee  finally  reached  agreement  and 
filed  its  report  on  September  17,  1962,  winter  wheat  had  been  planted 
in  many  areas  of  the  country.  By  the  time  the  bill  reached  the 
President  and  was  signed  by  him  on  September  27,  1962,  a  substantial 
portion  of  the  winter  wheat  was  already  in  the  ground.  In  reviewing 
the  administrative  procedures  necessary  to  carry  the  new  law  into  effect, 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  determined,  that  because  of  the  large 
number  of  farmers  who  had  already  planted  their  winter  wheat, 
administration  of  the  small  farm  provision  of  the  new  law  would  be 
extremely  costly,  if  not  virtually  impossible.  Had  the  conferees  been 
fully  aware  of  this  situation,  the  conference  report  itself  would  cer¬ 
tainly  have  been  amended  to  include  the  provision  now  proposed  in  1 
this  bill,  which  will  have  the  effect  of  permitting  small  farmers  to 
operate  in  1963  under  the  15-acre  exemption  from  marketing  quotas 
provided  in  the  1938  act. 

COST 

There  will  be  no  appreciable  additional  cost  to  the  Government  as 
the  result  of  this  bill  because  those  farmers  taking  advantage  of  the 
15-acre  exemption  are  not  eligible  for  price  supports  or  diversion  pay¬ 
ments.  On  the  contrary,  the  Department  of  Agriculture  will  be  saved 
a  substantial  amount  of  administrative  cost  which  would  be  involved 
in  seeking  to  determine  those  farmers  who  had  planted  small  acreages 
of  wheat  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of 
1962  and  in  measuring  and  determining  compliance  with  the  new  law 
on  the  part  of  those  who  have  not  done  so. 

DEPARTMENTAL  APPROVAL 

Following  is  the  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  recom¬ 
mending  enactment  of  this  bill. 

Department  of  Agriculture, 
Washington,  D.C.,  October  1,  1962. 

Hon.  Harold  D.  Cooley, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Agriculture, 

House  of  Representatives. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  This  is  in  reply  to  the  request  of  your  office 
for  a  report  on  H.R.  13241,  a  bill  to  amend  section  309  of  the  Food 
and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962. 

This  Department  recommends  the  enactment  of  this  bill. 

H.R.  13241  would  amend  section  309  of  the  Food  and  Agriculture 
Act  of  1962  to  provide  that  a  farm  marketing  quota  on  the  1963  crop 
of  wheat  shall  not  be  applicable  to  any  farm  on  which  the  acreage  of 
wheat  exceeds  the  smaller  of  (1)  15  acres,  or  (2)  the  highest  number 
of  acres  actually  planted  to  wheat  on  the  farm  for  harvest  in  any  of 
the  calendar  years  1959,  1960,  1961,  or  1963.  Under  the  present 
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provisions  of  section  309,  the  exemption  would  apply  to  the  smaller 
of  (i)  15  acres,  or  (ii)  the  highest  acreage  planted  in  1959,  1960,  or  1961; 

Prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962, 
it  was  necessary  because  of  time  limitations  to  proceed  with  a  wheat 
referendum  for  the  1963  crop  based  on  existing  law.  Among  other 
things,  the  then  existing  law  provided  for  a  15-acre  wheat  exemption 
for  marketing  quota  purposes.  Farmers  were  so  informed  and  noti¬ 
fied  prior  to  their  favorable  vote  in  the  recent  wheat  referendum. 
The  provisions  of  law  with  respect  to  eligibility  to  vote  in  the  recent 
referendum  provided  that  any  person  subject  to  marketing  quotas 
on  wheat  would  be  eligible  to  vote.  Therefore,  many  producers  who 
at  the  time  were  unable  to  vote  are  now  in  a  marketing  quota  penalty 
position  because  they  have  planted  more  wheat  on  their  farm  for 
harvest  in  1963  then  the  highest  acreage  planted  for  harvest  in  1959, 
1960,  or  1961.  In  the  area  where  the  largest  number  of  these  farms 
is  located,  the  planting  season  for  wheat  is  from  approximately 
September  10  to  October  30. 

In  the  winter  wheat  States,  wheat  has  already  been  planted  on  a 
large  percentage  of  the  small  wheat  farms  in  reliance  on  the  notice 
previously  given.  In  these  cases  it  would  be  necessary  under  section 
309  of  the  act  for  the  farm  operator  to  dispose  of  the  excess  acreage 
on  the  farm  or  be  subject  to  a  marketing  quota  penalty. 

There  are  about  1,200,000  wheat  farms  which  will  be  affected  by 
the  change  in  the  wheat  exemption  required  by  section  309.  Of 
these  1,200,000  small  wheat  farms,  it  is  estimated  that  from  two  to 
three  hundred  thousand  farms  would  have  an  acreage  seeded  to  wheat 
for  harvest  in  1963  in  excess  of  the  permitted  acreage.  Unless  the 
provisions  of  section  309  are  changed,  it  will  be  necessary  to  determine 
for  each  of  these  farms  the  highest  acreage  planted  to  wheat  on  the 
farm  for  harvest  in  1959,  1960,  or  1961,  and  renotify  the  farmers 
involved  and  give  them  an  opportunity  to  appeal.  This  will  be 
expensive,  time  consuming,  delay  in  getting  the  1963  wheat  stabiliza¬ 
tion  program  underway,  and  cause  great  confusion  and  dissatisfaction 
on  the  part  of  farmers. 

We  believe  that  under  the  present  provisions  of  law  producers  would 
feel  that  they  had  been  misinformed  with  respect  to  the  acreage  of 
wheat  which  they  could  grow  and  would  resist  the  enforcement  of  the 
existing  provisions  of  section  309  of  the  act.  We  are  quite  eur  that- 
a  large  number  of  producers  would  resort  to  legal  action  before  com 
plying  with  this  provision  of  the  law. 

For  1964  and  subsequent  years,  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of 

1962  pro\  ides  that  the  3-year  average  acreage  of  wheat  on  these 
small  farms  will  be  used  both  for  marketing  quota  purposes  and  for 
purposes  of  the  wheat  stabilization  program. 

In  view  of  the  difficulties  we  would  experience  in  administering  the 

1963  wheat  program  with  the  provisions  of  section  309  unchanged, 
we  strongly  urge  the  enactment  of  this  bill. 

It  is  conservatively  estimated  that  the  enactment  of  this  bill  will 
result  in  a  savings  of  around  $1,500,000  in  administrative  costs. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that  there  is  no  objection  to  the 
presentation  of  this  report  from  the  standpoint  of  the  adminis 
tration’s  program. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Charles  S.  Murphy. 
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CHANGES  IN  EXISTING  LAW 

In  compliance  with  clause  3  of  rule  XIII  of  the  Rules  of  the  House 
of  Representatives,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill  are  shown 
as  follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted  is  enclosed  in  black 
brackets,  new  matter  is  printed  in  italic,  and  existing  law  in  which  no 
change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman) : 

Public  Law  74,  77th  Congress 
******* 

(7)  A  farm  marketing  quota  on  any  crop  of  wheat  shall  not  be  appli¬ 
cable  to  any  farm  on  which,  under  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary,  the  actual  acreage  planted  to  wheat  for  harvest  of  such  crop  does 
not  exceed  15  acres:  Provided,  however,  That  a  farm  marketing  quota 
on  the  1962  crop  of  wheat  shall  be  applicable  to  any  farm  on  which  the 
acreage  of  wheat  exceeds  the  smaller  of  (1)  13.5  acres,  or  (2)  the  highest 
number  of  acres  actually  planted  to  wheat  on  the  farm  for  harvest  in 
any  of  the  calendar  years  1959,  1960,  or  1961:  Provided  further,  That  a  ( 
farm  marketing  quota  on  the  1963  crop  of  wheat  shall  be  applicable  to 
any  farm  on  which  the  acreage  of  wheat  exceeds  the  smaller  of  (1)  15 
acres,  or  (2)  the  highest  number  of  acres  actually  planted  to  wheat  on 
the  farm  for  harvest  in  any  of  the  calendar  years  1959, 1960,  or  1961  [.J, 
or  1963. 
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Union  Calendar  No.  1 046 

H.  R.  13241 

[Report  No.  2497] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

September  26, 1962 

Mr.  Cooley  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture 

October  1, 1962 

Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union 

and  ordered  to  be  printed 


A  BILL 

To  amend  section  309  of  tlie  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of 

1962. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  item  (7)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress 

4  (7  U.S.C.  1340(7)),  as  amended  by  section  309  of  the 

5  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962,  is  amended  by  changing 

6  the  period  at  the  end  thereof  to  a  comma  and  adding  “or 

2  1963.” 
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contract  and  such  rebuilding  is  complet¬ 
ed  and  such  vessel  is  thereafter  docu- 
Viented  under  U.S.  registry  on  its  first 
arrival  at  a  U.S.  port  not  later  than  1 
year  subsequent  to  the  date  of  enactment 
of  USe  amendment.  The  date  of  enact- 
ment\f  the  amendment  was  September 
21,  196\ 

Existing  law  provides  an  exception  to 
protect  owSaers  of  American  built  ships 
who  were  moving  conversion  work  per¬ 
formed  abroaxL  and  who  intended  to  re¬ 
document  theiK  vessels  in  the  United 
States.  To  accomplish  this  the  law  gave 
such  operators  1  yyar  from  date  of  en¬ 
actment  to  complete  construction  work 
and  redocument  thar  vessel  in  the 
United  States.  The  1-o^ar  time  period 
expired  on  September  21M962. 

There  appeared  to  bN  three  ships 
which,  due  to  strikes,  slowdowns,  and 
other  construction  delays  na  foreign 
shipyards,  were  unable  to  meeUUie  Sep¬ 
tember  21  deadline.  Legislation  \ms  in¬ 
troduced  and  considered  by  ourNcom- 
mittee  in  behalf  of  three  vessels  ,Nhe 
Spitfire,  the  Glenbrook  and  the  MontaSk. 
This  bill  is  limited  solely  to  the  Spitfire ^ 
since  the  committee  was  advised  that 
the  Glenbrook  and  Montauk  might  not 
be  eligible  under  the  law  in  any  event. 
The  Maritime  Administrator  asked  for 
further  time  to  complete  an  investiga¬ 
tion  of  the  facts  concerning  the  two 
ships. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  testimony  be¬ 
fore  the  committee  indicated  that  the 
owner  of  the  Spitfire  complied  with  the 
requirements  of  the  law  with  regard  to 
giving  notice  of  contract  and  intention 
prior  to  September  21,  1961,  and  pro¬ 
ceeded  promptly  to  have  the  conversion 
work  performed  on  the  vessel,  and,  but 
for  strikes  and  slowdowns  in  the  Spanish 
shipyard  in  which  the  work  was  under 
contract,  the  ship  would  have  been 
completed,  returned,  and  redocumented 
in  the  United  States  early  in  1962.  The 
committee  considered  that  extension  of 
time  for  a  reasonable  period  would  be 
equitable,  and  accordingly  amended  the 
bill  so  as  to  give  the  vessel  owner  until 
December  31,  1962,  an  opportunity  to 
have  the  work  completed  and  the  vessels 
redocumented  in  the  United  States  sjf 
that  it  might  be  eligible  as  a  “privacy 
owned  U.S. -flag  commercial  vessel” 
within  the  meaning  of  section  90 lip)  of 
the  Merchant  Marine  Act,  1966,  as 
amended.  / 

Enactment  of  this  legislation  involves 
no  cost  to  the  United  Statejr 

We  had  lengthy  hearingaf  The  Mari¬ 
time  Administration  approves  of  the  bill. 
The  committee  reportarf  out  this  bill 
relating  to  this  one  tassel  and  left  the 
other  two  vessels  tor  determination  by 
the  Maritime  Administration. 

Mr.  MAILLIARJp!  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  2  minuter 

Mr.  Speakey  while  I  agreed  not  to 
object  to  thyr  bill  as  amended,  I  should 
like  to  poijft  out,  so  that  the  Record 
shows  jusi^vhat  we  have  done  here.  The 
bill  before  it  was  amended  would  have 
permitted  any  vessels  in  this  particular 
clasa^o  have  an  extension  of  time. 

IValso  must  take  issue  with  what  the 
chairman  said,  that  we  had  lengthy  hear¬ 
ings.  We  had  hearings  that  lasted  only 


2  hours,  during  which  time  enough  sus¬ 
picious  information  was  developed  that 
we  came  to  the  conclusion  that  with 
regard  to  the  other  two  ships  in  question 
we  were  in  no  position  to  make  intelli¬ 
gent  decisions. 

With  regard  to  the  facts  on  this  ship, 
I  think  the  committee  was  satisfied  that 
there  was  a  real  effort  to  meet  the  dead¬ 
line  and  that  it  was  truly  beyond  the 
control  of  the  operator.  But  I  think  the 
House  should  know  that  the  owner  of 
this  vessel  is  also  the  owner  of  one  of 
the  other  vessels  involved,  and  if  you 
would  look  at  page  5  of  the  committee 
report,  which  has  the  testimony  of  the 
Maritime  Administrator,  you  will  see 
that  this  particular  gentleman  is  under 
investigation  and  there  is  a  possibility 
of  fraud.  I  think  this  should  be  a  matter 
of  record  when  the  House  votes  on  this 
bill. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Albert)  .  The  question  is,  Will  the  House 
suspend  the  rules  and  pass  the  bill  H  R. 
12968  as  amended? 

The  question  was  taken;  and  twoy 
thirds  having  voted  in  favor  thereof,  tjpfl 
rules  were  suspended,  and  the  biiy^s 
^mended  was  passed.  Y 

>The  title  was  amended  so  as  ton-ead: 
“A\nll  to  extend  certain  time  limitations 
of  section  901(b)  of  the  ^Merchant 
MarinK  Act,  1936,  with  respect  to  the 
vessel  Spitfire.”  / 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table.  \  / 


CALLTDF  T|fE  HOUSE 
Mr.  BROMl^Lc.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
make  the  point  ortorder  that  a  quorum 
is  not  present.  /  \ 

The  SPEAKER  pSo  tempore.  Evi¬ 
dently  a  quorum  is  noXpresent. 

Mr.  JONpES  of  Missouri  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  move  sycall  of  the  HousV 
A  c&W of  the  House  was  ordered. 
Thor'Cflerk  called  the  roll,  ank  the  fol¬ 
lowing  Members  failed  to  answemo  their 
manes:  \ 

/  [Ron  No.  258]  \ 


Alexander 

Garmatz 

Martin,  Nebk 

Anfuso 

Glenn 

Mason 

Arends 

Goodell 

Michel 

Aspinall 

Green,  Oreg. 

Miller,  Clem 

Baker 

Hall 

Miller, 

Barrett 

Hansen 

George  P. 

Barry 

Harris 

Moorehead, 

Bass,  N.H. 

Harrison,  Va. 

Ohio 

Bass,  Tenn. 

Harsha 

Mosher 

Belcher 

Harvey,  Xnd. 

Moulder 

Bell 

Hebert 

O’Brien,  Ill. 

Bennett,  Mich. 

Hiestand 

O’Neill 

Betts 

Hoffman,  Ill. 

Passman 

Blitch 

Hoffman,  Mich.  Pilcher 

Boggs 

Hull 

Powell 

Bolling 

Ichord,  Mo. 

Pucinski 

Boykin 

Inouye 

Rains 

Buckley 

Johnson,  Wis. 

Reifel 

Burke,  Ky. 

Kearns 

Riley 

Carey 

Kee 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Celler 

Keith 

Rousselot 

Chiperfield 

Kelly 

Saund 

Clark 

Kilburn 

Saylor 

Coad 

Kirwan 

Schadeberg 

Curtin 

Kitchin 

Scherer 

Daddario 

Kluezynski 

Scranton 

Diggs 

Kyi 

Seely-Brown 

Dominick 

Latta 

Sheppard 

Dooley 

McDonough 

Shipley 

Evins 

McDowell 

Short 

Fallon 

Mclntire 

Sikes 

Farbstein 

McSween 

Siler 

Feighan 

McVey 

Smith,  Miss. 

Finnegan 

MacGregor 

Spence 

Fogarty 

Madden 

Springer 

Frazier 

Magnuson 

Staggers 

Garland 

Martin,  Mass. 

Taber 

2040 y 

Taylor  Van  Pelt  Willis  / 

Thompson,  La.  Vinson  Winstead  / 

Thompson,  N.J.  Watts  Wright  / 

Tollefson  Weis  Tates  / 

Tupper  WhaUey  Zelenkc/ 

Ullman  Whitten  f 

Utt  Wlckersham  jr 

The  SPEAKER.  On  this yrollcall  309 
Members  have  answered  tmwieir  names, 
a  quorum.  / 

By  unanimous  consent,  further  pro¬ 
ceedings  under  the  caH  were  dispensed 
with.  / 


CONFERENCE  REPORTS  ON  APPRO¬ 
PRIATION  BILLS 

Mr.  CANNON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous /consent  that  for  the  re¬ 
mainder  of  the  session  it  be  in  order  to 
consideiVconference  reports  on  appro- 
priatiqnbills  at  any  time. 

Mi^GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  object. 

.W _ 1— oa— — S— WWf 


1963  WHEAT  PROGRAM— SMALI 
FARM  EXEMPTION 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
to  suspend  the  rules  and  pass  the  bill 
(H.R.  13241)  to  amend  section  309  of 
the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  Hovse 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  item 
(7)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Con¬ 
gress  (7  U.S.C.  1340(7) ),  as  amended  by  sec¬ 
tion  309  of  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act 
of  1962,  is  amended  by  changing  the  period 
at  the  end  thereof  to  a  comma  and  adding 
"or  1963.” 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  a  second  de¬ 
manded? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  de¬ 
mand  a  second. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection,  a 
second  will  be  considered  as  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Florida 
FMr.  Rogers]. 

(Mr.  ROGERS  of  Florida  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  speak  out  of 
order,  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Florida.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  word  has  just  come  that  the  Nor¬ 
wegian  Shipowners  Association  has  an¬ 
nounced  its  decision  to  suspend  further 
shipments  to  Cuba  aboard  Norwegian 
flagships.  This  action  makes  Norway 
the  third  allied  nation  to  cooperate  with 
the  U.S.  embargo  on  Cuba.  West  Ger¬ 
many  and  Turkey  have  announced  their 
cooperation,  and  moved  with  equal  de¬ 
termination  in  the  cause  of  the  princi¬ 
ples  of  the  free  world. 

What  of  the  others?  Over  25  percent 
of  the  ships  involved  in  Cuban  traffic  are 
Greek  flagships.  Over  15  percent  of  the 
traffic  is  in  British  ships.  When  will 
these  nations  come  around?  Are  the 
policies  of  their  governments  contrary 
to  ours?  The  British  Foreign  Secretary, 
Lord  Home,  has  expressed  British  “sym¬ 
pathy”  for  the  Cuban  dilemma,  but 
these  condolences  could  be  given  added 
sincerity  by  a  British  ban  on  water 
haulage  to  Cuba. 

Mr.  Speaker,  tomorrow  a  hearing  will 
be  held  by  the  House  Select  Committee 
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on  Export  Control.  The  purpose  of  the 
hearing  is  to  investigate  the  entire  mat¬ 
ter  of  shipments  to  Cuba.  Hopefully 
this  investigation  will  result  in  a  clarifi¬ 
cation  that  the  American  people  want 
and  have  every  right  to  expect  allied  co¬ 
operation  in  stopping  aid  to  the  Com¬ 
munists. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  3  minutes. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  are  submitting  a  very 
brief  bill,  the  purpose  of  which  is  to 
amend  the  Agricultural  Act  which  was 
signed  by  the  President  just  a  few  days 
ago.  This  is  made  necessary  because 
between  the  time  that  the  House  con¬ 
ferees  first  met  until  the  bill  was  finally 
signed  thousands  of  small  wheat  farmers 
planted  under  the  then  existing  law, 
which  permitted  them  to  plant  up  to  15 
acres  of  wheat  for  harvest  without 
penalty. 

Just  before  the  Px-esident  signed  the 
bill  I  was  advised  by  officials  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  that  it  would 
be  almost  impossible  to  administer  the 
bill  because  of  the  situation  which  then 
existed,  that  is,  thousands  of  little  farm¬ 
ers  knowing  at  the  time  they  had  a  right 
to  plant  up  to  15  acres,  had  planted  up 
to  15  acres,  and  had  exceeded  the  high¬ 
est  planting  in  the  previous  3  years,  as 
provided  in  the  bill. 

Thousands  of  others  in  other  parts  of 
the  country  no  doubt  are  planning  to 
plant  wheat  for  harvest  in  1963,  but 
under  the  language  of  the  bill  that  was 
signed  by  the  President  they  would  be 
operating  under  a  law  different  from 
that  in  effect  at  the  time  the  producei's 
referendum  was  held.  The  effect  of  the 
bill  is  to  correct  this  situation  and  give 
small  wheat  farmers — those  planting 
under  15  acres — the  same  exemption 
from  mai’keting  quotas  under  the  1963 
wheat  program  as  they  had  under  the 
1938  act  when  the  referendum  was  held 
on  August  30,  1962. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  wfill  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Texas. 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  wonder  if  the  chair¬ 
man  would  explain  to  the  House  that  we 
had  been  considering  this  bill  in  August 
1962  before  any  wheat  was  planted,  but 
practically  all  the  winter  wheat  in  the 
United  States  is  planted  dui-ing  the 
month  of  September.  It  took  an  entire 
month  before  the  Congress  could  get 
this  bill  through.  The  result  was  that 
at  the  time  of  the  conference  report,  at 
that  time  there  was  originally  an  agree¬ 
ment  on  this  phase  of  the  bill,  there  was 
not  any  necessity  for  changing  this  bill. 
But  by  the  time  the  bill  finally  became 
law  a  great  many  people  had  acted  under 
the  authority  of  the  then  existing  law 
which  was  the  law  of  the  land  until  a 
week  ago  when  the  President  signed  this 
thing. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  know  there  was  some 
unhappiness  because  of  the  15-acre  ex¬ 
emption.  That  is  one  of  the  things  that 
resulted  in  the  accumulation  of  the 
enormous  supply  of  wheat  we  now  have 
in  storage.  I,  for  one,  would  like  to  see 
it  done  away  with  if  possible.  But  we 
know  we  cannot  possibly  do  it  now.  It 
would  not  be  fair  to  subject  these  people 


to  the  payment  of  penalties  by  changing 
the  law  after  the  wheat  has  been  planted. 
We  are  told  that  unless  we  pass  this  bill 
250,000  or  300,000  small  wheat  farmers 
may  find  themselves  in  the  position  of 
having  to  pay  penalties. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Many  of  the  wheat 
growers  in  my  area  have  already  plant¬ 
ed  wheat  and  some  of  them  are  in  the 
15-acre  category.  As  I  understand  it, 
this  takes  care  of  the  situation  for  the 
crop  year  now  beginning.  To  fail  to  pass 
this  bill  would  be  a  great  injustice  to 
many  farmei's.  The  bill  is  urgently  re¬ 
quired. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  want  to  commend  the 
committee  for  its  action  in  presenting 
the  pending  measure. 

Mr.  BATTIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BATTIN.  I  hesitate  to  bring  this 
up.  I  know  the  position  of  the  chairman 
of  the  committee.  But  it  boils  down  to 
something  that  is  quite  inconsistent  and 
I  would  like  to  just  ask  the  gentleman 
whether  he  agrees  or  disagrees.  When 
the  farm  bill  passed  the  House  a  week 
or  so  ago  the  House  was  informed  the 
purpose  of  it  was  to  l'educe  the  number 
of  bushels  being  produced  to  get  it  more 
in  line  with  consumption.  A  week  later 
you  come  back  and  you  are  going  to 
create  a  15 -acre  exemption  that  is  bound 
to  increase  the  amount  of  wheat  that  is 
produced  and  the  amount  that  is  in  stor¬ 
age.  I  do  not  quite  understand  the  posi¬ 
tion  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  It  was  pointed  out  by 
the  gentleman  fi'om  Texas  [Mr.  Poage] 
a  moment  ago  at  the  time  we  went  to 
conference  very  few,  if  any,  wheat  farm¬ 
ers  had  planted  their  winter  wheat. 
During  the  past  4  weeks  thousands  of 
them  have  planted.  At  that  time  it 
was  perfectly  proper  to  do  so  because 
they  had  the  right  to  plant.  Now  I  do 
not  think  they  should  be  penalized. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  8  minutes. 

(Mr.  HOEVEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill 
has  a  very  interesting  history.  The  bill 
is  not  one  to  correct  a  mere  typograph¬ 
ical  error,  as  some  people  have  contend¬ 
ed.  It  proposes  to  make  a  very  substan¬ 
tial  change  in  the  law  concerning  the 
15-acre  farm  marketing  quota.  Under 
the  wheat  law  that  was  in  effect  up  to 
last  Thursday  when  President  Kennedy 
signed  the  new  farm  bill,  anyone  in 
America  who  chose  to  do  so  could  raise 
15  acres  of  wheat  for  harvest  in  1963. 
There  was  no  requirement  that  there  be 
a  previous  history  of  raising  wheat  on 
the  faim.  It  was  on  open-end  invita¬ 
tion  to  evei-yone  to  raise  15  acres  of 
wheat  if  they  chose  to  do  so.  Many 
faimers  throughout  the  winter  wheat 
area  did  just  that.  They  planted  15 
acres  of  wheat  relying  on  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture’s  advice  that  they 
could  do  so.  The  new  farm  bill,  however, 
changed  the  law  as  to  this  15-acre  ex¬ 


emption.  It  says  that  in  1963  a  small 
wheat  farmer  can  plant  no  more  wheat 
than  he  did  in  1959,  1960,  or  1961.  Thus, 
if  he  planted  no  wheat  in  any  of  those  3 
years,  he  could  plant  no  wheat  in  1963. 
If  he  has  already  planted  his  1963  win¬ 
ter  wheat  to  an  acreage  that  is  greater 
than  his  highest  planted  crop  in  1959, 
1960,  and  1961,  he  would  be  required  to 
either  destroy  this  excess  acreage  or  to 
pay  a  marketing  penalty. 

This  bill  before  us,  H.R.  13241,  is  de¬ 
signed  to  change  the  new  farm  law  by 
allowing  all  small  wheat  farmers  to  plant 
up  to  15  acres  in  1963,  going  back  to  the 
law  that  was  in  force  and  effect  before 
the  conference  report  was  approved. 

It  would  in  effect  repeal  the  provision 
in  the  new  bill  which  cut  back  all  small 
wheat  farmei's,  and  it  would  reinstate  the 
old  law.  Let  us  say  at  this  point  it 
seems  rather  a  ridiculous  situation  when 
this  bill  is  introduced  on  September  26, 
1962,  to  amend  a  law  which  the  Presi¬ 
dent  had  not  yet  signed.  The  President 
signed  the  bill  on  September  27.  This 
is  just  an  example  of  the  flood  of  so- 
called  correction  and  adjustment  amend¬ 
ments  which  will  be  forthcoming  when 
the  1964  wheat  certificate  plan  goes  into 
effect. 

I  would  point  out  in  that  regard  to  all 
Members  who  are  directly  interested  in 
15-acre  wheat  farmers,  that  the  adoption 
of  the  certificate  wheat  plan  permanent- 
ly  repeals  the  15 -acre  wheat  exemption 
in  1964. 

The  conferees  on  the  omnibus  farm  bill 
made  the  change  in  the  15-acre  exemp¬ 
tion  for  1963  with  their  eyes  open.  They 
knew  what  they  were  doing.  There  was 
no  mistake,  there  was  no  error. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  even 
sent  word  to  the  conferees  that  they  did 
not  favor  the  change  in  the  1963  pro¬ 
gram.  This  happened  on  September  17, 
1962,  the  last  day  of  the  conference.  I 
also  assume  that  the  President  was  ad¬ 
vised  of  the  effect  of  this  provision  when 
he  signed  the  bill  into  law  last  week;  and 
knowing  of  the  proposed  amendment  he 
should  not  have  signed  the  bill  until  the 
amendment  had  been  approved. 

I  am  also  sure  that  Secretary  Freeman 
was  aware  of  this  provision  when  the 
bill  was  signed  or  he  would  not  have 
asked  the  chairman  of  the  committee  to 
introduce  the  bill  now  before  us. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  issue  in  H.R.  13241  is 
not  a  partisan  one  at  all.  In  fact.  Mem¬ 
bers  from  districts  which  have  15-acre 
wheat  farmers  may  find  some  merit  in 
H.R.  13241.  To  Members  representing 
the  commercial  wheat  districts  west  of 
the  Mississippi  River,  I  doubt  there  will 
be  much  support.  To  Members  not  in¬ 
volved  directly  in  wheat  or  in  agricul¬ 
ture  generally,  I  would  point  out  just  two 
facts.  First,  this  bill  is  being  brought 
up  under  a  procedure  whereby  there  is 
a  very  limited  debate  with  no  chance  of 
amendment  and  without  committee 
hearings.  If  an  inequity  is  to  be  correct¬ 
ed,  I  would  like  a  chance  to  correct  a 
few  other  inequities  in  the  new  farm  bill, 
such  as  80-cent  corn  which  this  adminis¬ 
tration  is  offering  my  Iowa  corn  farmers 
in  1964. 

Secondly,  to  again  open  up  wide  the  15- 
acre  exemption  for  1963  will  encourage 
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further  production  of  wheat.  And  let  us 
remember  that  many  15-acre  wheat 
farmers  are  not  small  farmers.  They 
are  small  wheat  farmers,  yes,  but  in  many 
instances  this  wheat  production  is  inci¬ 
dental  to  their  regular  farm  operation. 
It  can  do  nothing  more  than  bring  more 
wheat  acres  into  production,  not  only 
this  fall  but  next  spring.  It  will  bring  in 
untold  numbers  of  new  growers,  and  still 
many  people  complain  about  the  ever¬ 
growing  surplus  of  wheat. 

Many  members  of  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  have  repeatedly  said  that 
the  15-acre  exemption  has  been  a  loop¬ 
hole  in  the  wheat  law.  This  bill  reopens 
that  loophole.  At  a  time  when  wheat 
farmers  in  the  Western  States  are  being 
paid  some  $43  an  acre  to  retire  wheat 
acreage  for  1963,  thousands  of  new  acres 
of  wheat  could  come  into  production  in 
the  area  east  of  the  Mississippi  River 
and  elsewhere.  So  what  becomes  of  the 
wheat  surplus  that  everyone  wants  to 
reduce?  It  would  simply  mean  more 
wheat  in  Commodity  Credit  bins  and 
more  cost  to  the  taxpayers. 

This  was  the  very  reason  the  conferees 
on  the  farm  bill  changed  the  15-acre  law. 
If  that  was  a  good  reason  a  week  ago, 
why  is  it  not  now?  It  looks  to  me  that 
this  whole  thing  is  a  maneuver  to  get 
off  a  political  hook. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  2  minutes  to  ask  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa  a  question.  That  is  whether 
or  not,  as  one  of  the  conferees,  he  knew 
at  the  time  that  under  that  bill  and  the 
provisions  thei'eof  300,000  small  wheat 
farmers  might  be  subjected  to  a  penalty? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  will  say  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  that  the  minority  members  of  the 
conference  committee  did  not  sign  the 
conference  report.  When  the  question 
was  determined  as  to  whether  or  not  the 
certificates  plan  would  be  incorporated 
in  the  conference  report,  the  Republi¬ 
can  members  of  the  conference  com¬ 
mittee  did  not  associate  themselves  with 
any  further  effort. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Will  the  gentleman  an¬ 
swer  the  question:  Did  he  realize  that 
under  this  law  300,000  wheat  farmers 
might  be  subjected  to  penalty  and  the 
same  300,000  had  no  voice  in  the  matter? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  do  not  know.  Repre¬ 
sentatives  of  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture,  however,  came  into  the  conference 
and  warned  us  about  this  thing,  and 
the  conferees,  regardless  of  that,  wrote 
it  into  the  conference  report.  The  mi¬ 
nority  members  refused  to  sign  the 
report. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  gentleman  was  one 
of  the  conferees.  Was  he  aware  of  the 
effect  this  would  have? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  said  I  was  aware 
of  the  situation. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  gentleman  was 
aware  of  it  but  he  did  not  say  anything 
about  it? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Something  was  said  on 
our  side. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  did  not  know  about 
the  effect  of  it  until  the  night  before 
the  President  signed  the  bill,  and  when 
I  was  advised  of  it  I  immediately  intro¬ 
duced  this  bill  to  correct  the  mistake. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  The  gentleman  was  not 
listening  when  representatives  of  the  De¬ 


partment  of  Agriculture  warned  the 
gentleman  what  this  would  do. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  We  talked  about  it.  but 
nobody  knew  the  ultimate  effect  of  it. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina  has 
expired. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
[Mr.  PoageL 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  do  not 
think  it  makes  a  great  deal  of  difference 
how  we  got  into  this  unfortunate  situa¬ 
tion.  Of  course  it  might  make  some  dif¬ 
ference  as  to  where  you  can  put  some 
political  blame.  It  might  have  some  po¬ 
litical  implications.  But  as  far  as  trying 
to  deal  fairly  with  the  smaller  wheat- 
growers  of  America  is  concerned,  it  does 
not  make  much  difference  whether  the 
ranking  minority  member  knew  about 
this  and  the  rest  did  not  understand 
about  it  or  not.  I  am  not  going  to  claim 
I  had  the  foresight  that  the  minority 
members  say  they  had. 

We  recognized  in  August  when  the 
conference  committee  first  met  that 
practically  no  one  had  planted  wheat  in 
the  United  States  and  that  there  wrould 
be  no  injustice  if  we  proceeded  at  that 
time  to  announce  to  everybody  in  the 
United  States  that  they  could  not  plant 
15  acres  in  compliance  with  the  old  law, 
because  nobody  had  at  that  time  acted 
under  the  old  law;  but  it  happens  that 
the  month  of  September  is  the  month 
during  which  about  four-fifths  of  all  the 
winter  wheat  of  the  United  States  is 
planted.  It  happens  that  the  conference 
went  on  for  a  long  time.  It  was  a  full 
month  from  the  time  the  conference 
committee  met  and  discussed  this  matter 
until  it  became  law. 

During  that  time  a  very  large  number 
of  small  wheatgrowers  had  planted 
under  authority  of  the  law  as  it  then 
existed,  and  they  are  the  ones  we  are 
talking  about,  people  who  grow  less  than 
15  acres.  We  are  not  talking  about  one 
single  big  wheatgrower  in  the  United 
States. 

So  often  we  get  up  here  and  talk  about 
“this  is  for  the  small  farmer”  when  we 
do  not  have  any  definition  of  “small 
fanner.” 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  this  case  we  are  talk¬ 
ing  about  no  one  who  is  growing  more 
than  15  acres  of  wheat,  and  he  is  pretty 
small.  So  clearly,  this  is  a  case  of 
small  farmers. 

I  do  not  personally  believe  in  the  15- 
acre  exemption.  I  think  we  made  a 
mistake  when  we  adopted  it.  I  sought  to 
remove  it  from  the  law.  I  would  like  to 
remove  it  from  the  law.  If  the  farmers 
adopt  the  certificate  plan  which  is  of¬ 
fered  to  them  under  the  act  which  has 
just  been  cited,  this  exemption  will  be 
removed  from  the  law  next  year.  But 
in  the  meantime,  I  do  not  want  to  do  an 
injustice  or  be  unfair  to  300,000  or  300 
farmers  in  the  United  States  who  acted 
in  good  faith,  who  acted  under  the  law 
as  it  existed  at  the  time  they  acted,  up 
until  the  27th  day  of  September,  1962, 
they  had  a  right  to  plant  this  15  acres. 

I  think  it  was  ill-advised,  but  they  had 
the  legal  right  to  do  it.  They  exercised 
their  legal  rights. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  do  not  think  the  Con- 
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gress  should  now  take  away  from  them 
the  right  which  they  had  under  the  law 
and,  in  effect,  impose  an  ex  post  facto 
law. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa  [Mr.  Hoeven]  correctly 
stated  that  in  the  large  commercial 
wheat  areas,  the  great  commercial  areas 
such  as  in  my  State,  which  produces  a 
substantial  amount  of  commercial 
wheat — we  have  grown  as  much  as  150 
million  bushels  of  wheat,  and  that  is  not 
just  chicken  feed;  we  are  a  substantial 
producer  of  wheat — in  the  large  produc¬ 
ing  areas  most  of  the  larger  producers 
would  like  to  do  anything  they  can  do  to 
get  rid  of  the  15-acre  man.  I  do  not 
blame  them  for  wanting  to  be  rid  of  the 
15-acre  man.  I  want  to  get  rid  of  the 
exemption,  but  I  want  it  to  be  done  in  an 
honorable  way.  I  want  it  to  be  done  in 
a  fair  way,  and  I  want  it  to  be  done  with¬ 
out  doing  an  injustice  to  any  man. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  agree  with  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa  TMr.  Hoeven]  that  in 
Ohio,  Indiana,  Illinois,  in  Kentucky,  in 
Pennsylvania,  and  in  New  York  most  of 
the  farmers  will  want  to  perpetuate  the 
15-acre  exemption.  Certainly  it  will  be 
of  definite  interest  in  those  States. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  POAGE.  Certainly,  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Of  course,  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Texas  [Mr.  Poage  1  knows  that 
the  15 -acre  exemption  will  be  entirely 
repealed  in  1964. 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  said  that. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  The  gentleman  from 
Texas  said  it  would  perpetuate  it. 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  said  that  if  farmers 
approve  the  certificate  plan  next  year 
that  it  will  wipe  out  the  15-acre  exemp¬ 
tion.  Still  that  does  not  mean  that  the 
people  in  those  areas  do  not  want  to  per¬ 
petuate  it,  and  I  repeat  my  statement 
that  it  is  perfectly  obvious,  as  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Iowa  said,  that  those  peo¬ 
ple  will  want  to  perpetuate  that  because 
it  is  to  their  advantage.  But  I  do  not 
want  them  to  perpetuate  it.  Neither  do 
I  want  to  take  it  away  from  them  by 
some  chicanery  which  takes  away  a  right 
they  had  at  the  time  they  acted. 

Mr.  Speaker,  those  Members  of  the 
House  who  are  not  involved  in  either  of 
these  areas  are  simply  faced  with  the 
question  of  whether  this  is  right  or 
wrong.  They  are  faced  with  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  the  morality  of  the  thing.  Should 
you  take  away  from  anyone,  no  matter 
whether  you  think  he  should  have  been 
given  the  right  or  not,  should  you  take 
away  from  him  the  right  which,  he  ex¬ 
ercised  under  the  law  as  it  existed  at  the 
time  he  exei’cised  it? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  And  these  little  fel¬ 
lows  had  a  right  under  the  law  up  to  the 
very  minute  that  the  President  signed 
the  bill? 

Mr.  POAGE.  That  is  right;  up  until 
last  Thursday. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 
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Mr.  POAGE.  Yes,  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  This  will  be  in  the 
nature  of  an  ex  post  facto  law  with  re¬ 
spect  to  every  one  who  had  planted 
under  the  15-acre  exemption  prior  to 
the  passage  of  the  Agricultural  Act? 

Mr.  POAGE.  That  is  right.  It  be¬ 
comes  an  ex  post  facto  law  for  about 
300,000  people  in  the  United  States.  It 
was  not  ex  post  facto  at  the  time  the 
conference  committee  first  met.  I  want 
everyone  to  undei'stand  that.  We  did 
not  deliberately  impose  an  ex  post  facto 
program  upon  these  people.  The  long 
delay  is  what  made  it  that  way. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Whether  it  was  on 
purpose  or  inadvertent  is  immaterial. 

Mr.  POAGE.  That  is  exactly  my  view. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  It  was  an  ex  post  facto 
law  and  the  fact  that  it  is  in  the  1964 
program  is  immaterial,  because  those 
who  plant  in  1964  will  be  on  notice. 

Mr.  POAGE.  That  is  exactly  right. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Minne¬ 
sota  [Mr.  Quie]. 

(Mr.  QUIE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  QUIE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  we 
have  been  in  trouble  ever  since  we 
started  working  on  agricultural  legisla¬ 
tion  this  session.  When  we  went  into 
conference  I  pointed  out  that  in  Min¬ 
nesota,  even  in  August  we  start  plant¬ 
ing  winter  wheat.  Some  people  were 
disfranchised,  you  say.  I  might  also 
point  out  that  these  300,000  people  who 
have  now  planted  more  than  their  high¬ 
est  acreage  average  for  the  last  3  years, 
never  had  the  right  to  vote  in  the  first 
place. 

One  of  the  troubles  with  this  wheat- 
control  program  over  these  years  has 
been  the  fact  that  we  have  had  a  55-mil¬ 
lion-acre  minimum  and  a  15-acre  ex¬ 
emption.  In  1963,  when  the  referen¬ 
dum  was  passed,  we  provided  in  the  con¬ 
ference  report  for  a  voluntary  program, 
so  that  we  could  actually  reduce  wheat 
acreage  below  55  million  acres.  But  de¬ 
spite  a  difficult  situation,  some  farmers 
had  already  planted  up  to  their  15  acres 
and  we  had  to  do  something  about  the 
overplanting  under  the  15-acre  exemp¬ 
tion.  This  is  not  the  first  time  we  have 
legislated  after  farmers  have  planted. 
We  did  that  in  1961,  when  the  emergency 
feed  grain  program  was  passed.  Farm¬ 
ers  had  already  planted  corn  at  that 
time;  they  had  already  planted  grain 
sorghum.  We  legislated  for  them. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  QUIE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  The  difference  is  that 
under  the  1961  act,  the  program  was 
voluntary.  If  this  were  a  voluntary  pro¬ 
gram  those  who  had  planted  15  acres 
could  reduce  and  come  under  the  pro¬ 
gram,  and  it  would  be  an  entirely  dif¬ 
ferent  matter. 

Mr.  QUIE.  It  was  voluntary  to  this 
extent  in  1961,  that  a  farmer  could  get 
price  supports  if  he  would  comply,  but 
he  would  get  no  support  if  he  would  not 
comply.  Some  farmers  planted,  assum¬ 
ing  65  percent  support  on  all  they 
planted.  What  this  means  really  is  that 
the  program  will  be  unfair  to  certain 


farmers.  The  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  did  not  wait  until  the  President 
signed  the  bill  before  they  notified  the 
States  that  this  change  had  been  made. 
I  was  in  Minnesota  on  the  day  that  the 
Senate  passed  the  conference  report,  be¬ 
fore  the  President  signed  the  bill.  And 
already  the  word  had  come  down  to  the 
counties  that  f aimers  could  only  plant 
up  to  the  highest  acreage  of  the  last 
3  years.  That  means  that  here  were 
some  farmers  who  followed  this  in  Sep¬ 
tember,  and  only  planted  up  to  their 
highest  acreage.  They  would  have 
planted  up  to  the  15  acres  if  the  notice 
had  not  been  given.  So  there  is  a  group 
of  farmers  to  whom  this  is  going  to  be 
unfair  whatever  we  do,  and  it  would  not 
be  fair  to  the  others,  either. 

What  is  going  to  happen  is  that  every 
bushel  of  wheat  raised  under  the  15- 
acre  exemption  will  go  into  the  market. 
It  will  all  go  into  the  market.  And,  so, 
because  that  wheat  is  going  into  the 
market,  the  wheat  that  other  farmers 
have  raised  under  their  allotments  will 
have  to  go  into  storage.  So  every  bushel 
of  wheat  raised  under  the  15-acre  pro¬ 
vision  will  have  to  go  into  storage,  and 
we  are  going  to  have  to  pay  taxes  on  it. 

I  have  15-acre  producers  in  my  dis¬ 
trict.  I  have  elevators  that  never  pur¬ 
chased  a  kernel  of  wheat  until  this  15- 
acre  exemption  came  into  effect,  who 
would  be  greatly  benefited  by  this.  But 
I  believe  that  as  long  as  we  have  con¬ 
trols,  that  the  law  ought  to  control.  I 
do  not  believe  15-acre  exemptions  should 
be  permitted  if  we  have  the  control  pro¬ 
gram.  I  do  not  like  it.  I  do  not  think 
they  should  be  permitted  to  raise  wheat 
when  other  farmers  raising  wheat  have 
had  to  send  it  into  storage.  We  do  not 
think  it  is  fair  to  the  farmers  who  have 
raised  wheat  all  these  years.  That  is 
the  basis  for  my  objection.  In  fact  I 
think  the  whole  program  is  in  trouble, 
more  so  than  any  other  commodity. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  QUIE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  gen¬ 
tleman  sat  through  the  conference.  I 
would  like  to  ask  him  the  same  question 
I  asked  the  gentleman  from  Iowa.  Did 
he  realize  that  if  we  passed  that  bill, 
that  300,000  small  wheat  farmers  of 
America  might  be  subjected  to  penal¬ 
ties? 

Mr.  QUIE.  I  did  not  know  the  num¬ 
ber.  But  on  the  first  day  that  the  sub¬ 
ject  came  up  in  conference  I  pointed 
out  to  the  gentleman  and  those  who  sat 
with  him,  that  some  farmers  had  already 
planted,  all  the  way  from  the  South  to 
the  North.  I  do  not  know  what  the 
number  was.  I  sat  there,  as  did  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina,  when 
the  Department  representatives  said 
that  there  were  four  things  that  had  to 
be  changed,  and  one  of  them  was  this 
question.  We  considered  it  and  turned 
their  proposal  down. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  gentleman  was  in 
the  committee  this  morning,  or  yester¬ 
day  morning,  or  whenever  it  was,  when 
the  Department  representatives  said 
that  the  total  acreage  involved  was  very, 
very  small. 

We  were  told  that  the  difficulties  of 
administering  this  bill  were  almost  im¬ 


possible,  and  that  the  cost  would  be 
$1,500,000.  I  think  with  that  explana¬ 
tion  this  House  ought  to  agree  with  what 
is  right  and  honest  and  fair,  rather  than 
go  out  and  penalize  300,000  people  when 
we  did  not  intend  to  do  it. 

Mr.  QUIE.  Take  those  300,000  people. 
Multiply  30  bushels  per  acre  by  2  acres 
each,  overall  they  would  have  'planted 
otherwise.  That  would  be  18  million 
bushels.  Multiply  that  by  $1.82,  and  you 
find  a  cost  of  $33  million,  a  much  greater 
cost  to  the  Government  than  the  $1,500,- 
000  it  would  cost  to  administer  this 
program.  So  I  think  we  have  an  expen¬ 
sive  program  here  when  you  are  will¬ 
ing  to  spend  $30  to  $100  million  more 
for  a  program  to  save  $1.5  million.  How 
can  we  continue  to  build  up  surpluses 
in  a  control  program  and  try  to  justify 
it.  Would  it  not  be  better  to  have  a 
voluntary  program  for  all,  so  each 
farmer  could  choose  his  wheat  acreage? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Kansas 
[Mr.  Dole], 

(Mr.  DOLE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  take  this 
time  to  point  out  some  things  which  have 
not  been  mentioned.  This  morning 
when  the  bill  was  before  our  committee 
we  had  a  very  brief  explanation  of  it. 
We  heard  a  man  from  the  Department 
who  could  give  us  no  figures  and  no  esti¬ 
mates  as  to  what  the  cost  might  be  and 
how  many  farmers  might  be  involved. 
The  estimates  appearing  in  the  papers 
have  been  around  300,000  or  350,000 
farmers.  If  those  who  are  involved,  out 
of  an  estimated  total  of  1.2  million  15- 
acre  producers,  each  were  permitted  to 
plant  1  additional  acre  which  would  yield 
in  these  areas  an  average  of  30  bushels 
an  acre,  an  additional  9  million  bushels 
would  be  added  to  the  surplus,  and  this  is 
a  very  conservative  estimate.  A  more 
realistic  figure  would  be  an  average  of 
5  acres  per  fanner  if  this  bill  is  enacted. 
Multiply  300,000  or  350,000  by  5  and 
that  by  30 — yield  per  acre — and  you  get 
over  50  million  bushels  of  wheat  to  add 
to  the  surplus. 

The  Department  experts  say  this 
will  not  cost  any  additional  money.  In 
Kansas  where  many  of  our  farmers  are 
permitted  to  plant  less  than  25  percent 
of  their  cropland.  Now  in  1964,  because 
of  this  bill  we  will  have  added  50  mil¬ 
lion  bushels  to  the  surplus,  yet  will  be 
asking  Hard  Winter  wheat  producers  to 
take  at  least  a  20-percent  cut  in  acreage 
because  of  the  present  surplus.  We  are 
going  to  add  50  million  bushels  more  to 
the  surplus  by  this  legislation,  which  is 
unfair  to  the  commercial  wheat  fanners 
who  undoubtedly  will  be  asked  to  take 
even  a  deeper  cut  in  1964  because  of  it. 

The  date  on  the  conference  report  on 
H.R.  12391,  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act 
of  1962,  is  September  17.  It  indicates  on 
page  34  that  apparently  someone  in  the 
conference  knew  what  was  going  on  be¬ 
cause  it  is  stated — 

As  In  1962,  the  15-acre  exemption  would  be 
modified  to  the  highest  acreage  planted  in 
1959,  1960,  or  1961. 

What  this  bill  does  is  to  invite  every¬ 
one,  wherever  they  live,  to  plant  15  acres 
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to  wheat  during  this  current  marketing 
year.  It  is  patently  ridiculous  at  the 
very  time  the  administration  talks  long 
and  loud  about  surpluses  and  storage 
costs. 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Missouri.  If  the  gen¬ 
tleman  will  yield,  if  I  understand  the 
gentleman’s  figures,  this  would  add  50 
million  bushels,  in  other  words,  about 
$80  million  on  the  taxpayer’s  back. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Well,  it  is  difficult  to  tell, 
but  it  would  be  substantial.  We  have 
had  much  talk  from  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  Freeman  about  storage  costs,  but 
he  must  admit  many  million  additional 
bushels  will  go  into  storage  by  this  legis¬ 
lation.  Coming  from  a  commercial 
wheat  area,  I  know  this  is  bad  legisla¬ 
tion  and  while  we  talk  about  bailing 
out  350,000  15-acre  wheat  farmers, 
what  about  the  best  interests  of  farmers 
in  commercial  wheat  states  such  as 
Kansas,  Oklahoma,  the  Dakotas, 
Nebraska,  and  other  commercial  wheat 
producing  areas.  Certainly  this  should 
be  defeated.  We  have  heard  statements 
about  how  this  bill  would  help  the 
“little”  farmer,  and  I  trust  the  Members 
will  not  be  led  to  believe  that  those  who 
raise  15  acres  of  wheat  do  nothing  else. 
Most  of  the  farmers  involved  here  raise 
wheat  just  as  a  sideline  which  permits 
them  to  utilize  almost  every  acre  not  de¬ 
voted  to  their  primary  crop,  whether  it 
be  tobacco,  cotton,  corn  or  what  have 
you.  Great  Plains  wheat  growers  have 
been  urging  a  clampdown  on  the  15  acre 
producer  for  some  time,  and  2  weeks 
ago  when  the  administration  farm  bill 
was  in  conference  an  amendment  was 
included  which  would  have  restricted 
farmers  with  allotments  of  less  than  15 
acres  to  plant  only  as  much  wheat  as 
they  had  grown  in  the  highest  year  in 
the  years  1959,  1960  or  1961.  Thus,  if 
a  farmer  had  only  8  acres  as  his  highest 
figure  in  one  of  these  years,  but  actually 
planted  15  acres  in  1963,  he  would,  under 
the  bill  signed  last  week  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent,  be  subject  to  certain  penalties  un¬ 
less  he  plowed  under  the  overseeded 
acres.  This  same  provision  applies  to 
other  wheat  producers  who  overplant, 
but  today  the  same  Members  who  ap¬ 
proved  the  conference  report  are  now 
asking  that  we  change  it  and  throw  open 
the  doors  to  permit  anyone  to  plant  up  to 
15  acres  without  penalty.  This  is  not  a 
clerical  error  as  some  have  stated  in  the 
press,  but  it  changes  the  very  law  passed 
by  this  House  by  the  narrow  vote  of  202 
to  197.  It  is  a  direct  slap  in  the  face  to 
all  wheat  producers  in  commercial  areas 
and  is  just  another  example  of  what 
happens  when  a  stubborn  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  completely  confuses  the  Na¬ 
tion’s  farmers  by  his  refusal  to  compro¬ 
mise  so  that  acceptable  legislation  may 
be  enacted  prior  to  planting  time. 
Though  this  may  not  be  a  lesson  to 
Secretary  Freeman,  it  is  something  you 
should  remember  as  he  parades  around 
the  country  making  political  speeches 
about  the  great  strides  he  has  made  in 
agriculture  the  last  2  years. 

To  the  wheat  producer  of  western 
Kansas,  this  legislation  is  most  discrim¬ 
inatory  and  should  be  defeated. 

Mr.  BEERMANN.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 


Mr.  DOLE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  BEERMANN.  When  we  had  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  representa¬ 
tive  before  us,  was  he  able  to  give  us 
an  estimate  of  how  many  new  producers 
this  might  involve? 

Mr.  DOLE.  No,  he  did  not  give  us  any¬ 
thing  that  I  know  of. 

Mr.  BEERMANN.  When  we  asked 
him  about  the  cost,  he  had  no  idea  about 
the  number  of  bushels  or  what  it  would 
cost. 

Mr.  DOLE.  He  did  not  know,  of 
course.  Nobody  knows  how  many  will 
take  advantage  of  this.  Anybody  who 
has  15  acres  lying  around  can  now  plant 
15  acres  of  wheat.  As  they  say  in  the 
report,  the  planting  season  does  not  end 
until  the  end  of  October,  then  you  have 
the  spring  wheat  people,  too. 

Mr.  BEERMANN.  Well  the  gentle¬ 
man  is  right  on  the  estimate  of  15  million 
bushels  for  probably  $8  million. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
souri  [Mr.  Jones]. 

(Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Speaker, 
there  is  not  anything  too  complicated 
about  this.  There  have  been  some  state¬ 
ments  made  that  I  do  not  think  leave  the 
correct  impression.  This  wheat  which  is 
produced  this  year  under  the  15-acre 
provision  is  net  subject  to  price  supports 
and  it  cannot  go  into  loan.  That  is 
No.  1. 

So  far  as  increasing  the  amount  of 
acreage,  there  will  be  very  little  of  that 
because  the  farmers  who  are  growing 
these  15  acres  or  less  have  their  farm 
plans  made.  Therefore,  we  are  not  going 
to  add  much  to  them. 

Nothing  that  we  do,  whether  we  pass 
or  do  not  pass  this  bill,  is  going  to  change 
the  1964  law  or  the  allotments  for  that 
year. 

Unless  we  do  pass  this  law,  I  think  we 
will  be  bringing  about  an  inequity  to 
these  15-acre-or-less  producers  who 
planted  prior  to  the  signing  of  the  new 
farm  bill,  because  while  they  will  have 
complied  with  the  law  at  that  time,  the 
new  law  does  give  the  Government  an 
obligation  to  go  back  and  administer  un¬ 
der  this  new  law.  In  that  case,  those 
farmers  who  had  planted  more  than  the 
highest  acreage  that  they  had  planted  in 
any  one  of  these  last  3  years  would 
be  penalized  or  they  would  have  to  plow 
up  that  difference.  It  might  be  only  an 
acre  or  it  might  be  2  acres.  There  is 
not  a  lot  of  acreage  involved  and  there  is 
a  rather  insignificant  amount  of  wheat 
involved  here. 

So  I  think  if  we  want  to  do  equity  to 
all  the  farmers  and  put  all  of  the  15-acre 
wheat  farmers  under  the  same  rule,  then 
it  is  very  important  that  we  do  pass  this 
law. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  for  just  one  observation? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  I  think  the  gentleman 
will  agree  with  me  that  this  will  affect 
the  overwhelming  majority  of  wheat- 
growers  east  of  the  100th  meridian,  east 
of  Oklahoma  and  Kansas,  and  it  will  af- 
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feet  the  overwhelming  majority  of  the 
wheatgrowers  east  of  the  Mississippi 
River. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  I  do  not  see 
how  any  Representative  who  represents 
an  area  where  they  do  have  these  15-acre 
wheat  allotments  could  possibly  vote 
against  this.  I  think  those  who  are  not 
representing  that  type  of  wheat  pro¬ 
ducer  and  who  want  to  be  fair  and  see 
that  equity  is  done  will  want  to  vote  for 
this  law.  And  those  who,  like  myself, 
are  interested  in  economy  may  be  inter¬ 
ested  in  this  letter  from  the  Under  Sec¬ 
retary  in  which  he  says : 

It  is  conservatively  estimated  that  the  en¬ 
actment  of  this  bill  will  result  in  savings  of 
around  $1,500,000  in  administrative  costs. 

Now,  how  does  it  do  that?  Unless  we 
do  adopt  this  amendment  all  of  this 
wheat  that  was  planted  prior  to  Septem¬ 
ber  26,  when  this  bill  was  signed,  will 
have  to  be  measured.  That  is,  the  plots 
will  have  to  be  measured,  and  they  will 
have  to  get  the  production  of  the  3  years 
to  see  which  was  the  highest  and  then  if 
they  have  overplanted,  there  will  have  to 
be  a  penalty  assessed.  So,  as  a  matter 
of  equity  and  as  a  matter  of  fairness  and 
to  avoid  the  possibility  of  these  people 
being  penalized  and  to  save  this  money,  I 
think  the  amendment  should  be  adopted. 

I  think  the  following  letter,  from  the 
Under  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  Mr.  Mur¬ 
phy,  to  the  chairman  of  the  House  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture,  the  Honorable 
Harold  D.  Cooley,  explains  very  clearly 
why  this  bill  should  be  passed. 

Department  of  Agriculture, 
Washington,  D.C.,  October  1,  1962. 
Hon.  Harold  D.  Cooley, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Agriculture, 

House  of  Representatives. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  This  is  in  reply  to  the 
request  of  your  office  for  a  report  on  H.R. 
13241,  a  bill  to  amend  section  309  of  the  Food 
and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962. 

This  Department  recommends  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  this  bill. 

H.R.  13241  would  amend  section  309  of  the 
Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962  to  provide 
that  a  farm  marketing  quota  on  the  1963 
crop  of  wheat  shall  not  be  applicable  to  any 
farm  on  which  the  acreage  of  wheat  exceeds 
the  smaller  of  (1)  15  acres,  or  (2)  the  high¬ 
est  number  of  acres  actually  planted  to  wheat 
on  the  farm  for  harvest  in  any  of  the  cal¬ 
endar  years  1959,  1960,  1961,  or  1963.  Under 
the  present  provisions  of  section  309,  the 
exemption  would  apply  to  the  smaUer  of 
(i)  15  acres,  or  (ii)  the  highest  acreage 

planted  in  1959,  1960,  or  1961. 

Prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Food  and 
Agriculture  Act  of  1962,  it  was  necessary 
because  of  time  limitations  to  proceed  with 
a  wheat  referendum  for  the  1963  crop  based 
on  existing  law.  Among  other  things,  the 
then  existing  law  provided  for  a  15-acre 
wheat  exemption  for  marketing  quota  pur¬ 
poses.  Farmers  were  so  informed  and  noti¬ 
fied  prior  to  their  favorable  vote  in  the  re¬ 
cent  wheat  referendum.  The  provisions  of 
law  with  respect  to  eligibility  to  vote  in  the 
recent  referendum  provided  that  any  person 
subject  to  marketing  quotas  on  wheat  would 
be  eligible  to  vote.  Therefore,  many  pro¬ 
ducers  who  at  the  time  were  unable  to  vote 
are  now  in  a  marketing  quota  penalty  posi¬ 
tion  because  they  have  planted  more  wheat 
on  their  farm  for  harvest  in  1963  than  the 
highest  acreage  planted  for  harvest  in  1959, 
1960  or  1961.  In  the  area  where  the  largest 
number  of  these  farms  is  located,  the  plant¬ 
ing  season  for  wheat  is  from  approximately 
September  10  to  October  30. 
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In  the  winter  wheat  States,  wheat  has  al¬ 
ready  been  planted  on  a  large  percentage  of 
the  small  wheat  farms  in  reliance  on  the 
notice  previously  given.  In  these  cases  it 
would  be  necessary  under  section  309  of  the 
act  for  the  farm  operator  to  dispose  of  the 
excess  acreage  on  the  farm  or  be  subject  to  a 
marketing  quota  penalty. 

There  are  about  1,200,000  wheat  farms 
which  will  be  affected  by  the  change  in  the 
wheat  exemption  required  by  section  309. 
Of  these  1,200,000  small  wheat  farms,  it  is 
estimated  that  from  200,000  to  300,000  farms 
would  have  an  acreage  seeded  to  wheat  for 
harvest  in  1963  in  excess  of  the  permitted 
acreage.  Unless  the  provisions  of  section 
309  are  changed,  it  will  be  necessary  to 
determine  for  each  of  these  farms  the  highest 
acreage  planted  to  wheat  on  the  farm  for 
harvest  in  1959,  1960,  or  1961  and  renotify 
the  farmers  involved  and  give  them  an  op¬ 
portunity  to  appeal.  This  will  be  an  expen¬ 
sive,  time-consuming  delay  in  getting  the 
1963  wheat  stabilization  program  underway, 
and  cause  great  confusion  and  dissatisfac¬ 
tion  on  the  part  of  farmers. 

We  believe  that  under  the  present  provi¬ 
sions  of  law  producers  would  feel  that  they 
had  been  misinformed  with  respect  to  the 
acreage  of  wheat  which  they  could  grow  and 
would  resist  the  enforcement  of  the  existing 
provisions  of  section  309  of  the  act.  We  are 
quite  sure  that  a  large  number  of  producers 
would  resort  to  legal  action  before  comply¬ 
ing  with  this  provision  of  the  law. 

For  1964  and  subsequent  years,  the  Food 
and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962  provides  that 
the  3-year  average  acreage  of  wheat  on  these 
small  farms  will  be  used  both  for  marketing 
quota  purposes  and  for  purposes  of  the 
wheat  stabilization  program. 

In  view  of  the  difficulties  we  would  ex¬ 
perience  in  administering  the  1963  wheat 
program  with  the  provisions  of  section  309 
unchanged,  we  strongly  urge  the  enactment 
of  this  bill. 

It  is  conservatively  estimated  that  the 
enactment  of  this  bill  will  result  in  a  savings 
of  around  $1,500,000  in  administrative  costs. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that 
there  is  no  objection  to  the  presentation  of 
this  report  from  the  standpoint  of  the  ad¬ 
ministration’s  program. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Charles  S.  Murphy. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Kansas 
[Mr.  Avery]. 

Mr.  AVERY.  Mr.  Speaker  and  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  House,  this  is  a  debate  that 
has  been  going  on  ever  since  we  have 
had  a  wheat  program.  I  am  distressed, 
I  might  say,  to  see  the  gentleman  from 
Oklahoma  [Mr.  Albert]  and  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Texas  [Mr.  Poage]  deserting 
the  wheat-producing  area  on  this  par¬ 
ticular  issue,  because  they  have  always 
been  able  to  stand  up  for  what  we  be¬ 
lieve  to  be  the  best  interests  of  the  his¬ 
torical  wheat-producing  area. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  AVERY.  I  will  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  if  the  gentleman  can  get  me 
another  minute. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  I  think  the  point  here 
is  a  matter  of  fairness.  This  is  a  ques¬ 
tion  of  passing  an  ex  post  facto  law. 
The  gentleman  is  correct  in  this  re¬ 
spect — if  the  wheat  farmers  had  been  on 
notice,  I  would  agree  with  him. 

Mr.  AVERY.  There  is  nothing  unfair 
about  the  bill  as  it  applies  to  the  15- 
acre  farmers  as  the  bill  is  now  written. 
But  I  think  there  has  been  a  misrepre¬ 
sentation  made  here  this  afternoon. 


There  is  no  discrimination  in  the  present 
language  of  the  bill.  Every  wheat  farmer 
is  being  treated  like  every  other  one. 
Their  production  is  going  to  be  limited 
to  the  wheat-producing  history  on  that 
farm.  Now  we  want  to  come  along  here 
and  say,  well,  if  you  have  under  15  acres 
you  do  not  need  to  comply  and  you  may 
be  relieved  from  the  penalty  that  we  are 
imposing  this  year,  and  proceed  to  plant 
the  usual  15  acres. 

The  gentleman  from  Missouri  [Mr. 
Jones]  mentioned  about  the  extra  ad¬ 
ministrative  cost.  That  is  fictitious. 
Every  wheat  farm  is  going  to  have  to  be 
measured  whether  this  bill  passes  today 
or  not  and  a  certain  percentage  of  the 
farmers  will  be  overplanted.  So  after 
the  measurement  has  been  made  they 
will  have  to  destroy  their  wheat  and  they 
are  going  to  have  about  the  same  num¬ 
ber  of  acres  to  destroy  whether  or  not 
this  bill  passes.  Therefore  that  is  a 
fictitious  argument  as  far  as  the  ad¬ 
ministrative  costs  of  the  bill  are  con¬ 
cerned. 

As  to  whether  there  are  300,000  wheat 
£anners  affected  by  this  I  do  not  know. 
Where  that  figure  came  from  I  do  not 
know.  I  think  there  is  a  presumption 
that  all  farmers  would  like  to  plant  15 
acres  of  wheat  and  would  like  to  exceed 
their  history  by  the  15  acres  if  they 
could.  I  do  not  think  that  is  a  valid  as¬ 
sumption,  because  they  will  not  be 
eligible  for  price  support  if  they  do  ex¬ 
ceed  their  farm  history. 

The  bill  should  be  defeated,  Mr. 
Speaker,  as  evidence  of  majority  sup¬ 
port  of  the  bill  that  passed  the  other 
day. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Latta], 

(Mr.  LATTA  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re-, 
marks.) 

Mr.  LATTA.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  arise  to¬ 
day  to  support  H.R.  13241  which  will  once 
again  give  to  the  small  family-type  farm¬ 
ers  of  America  the  15-acre  wheat  exemp¬ 
tion  to  which  they  are  rightfully  entitled. 
I  regret,  however,  that  it  will  be  for  only 
1  year. 

It  is  quite  true  that  the  Democrat 
farm  bill  recently  passed  by  this  Congress 
would  have  given  to  these  small  wheat 
producers  for  the  crop  year  1963  an  ex¬ 
emption  only  as  large  as  the  highest  of 
their  planted  acres  for  1959,  1960,  or  1961. 
This  was  not  an  error  as  now  suggested 
by  the  Democrats  when  they  passed  their 
bill  as  this  restrictive  language  was  in 
H.R.  12391  which  the  House  passed  and 
was  considered  by  the  conferees  in  con¬ 
ference;  it  was  in  the  conference  report 
which  the  conferees  sent  to  the  House; 
and  it  was  contained  in  House  Report  No. 
2385. 

This  unbearable  and  unwarranted  re¬ 
striction  on  these  small  wheat  producers 
was  known  to  the  administration  at  the 
time  the  President  signed  the  Food  and 
Agriculture  Act  of  1962  and  the  bill  which 
we  are  considering  today,  H.R.  13241, 
was  introduced  by  our  chairman  a  full 
day  in  advance  of  the  White  House  fan¬ 
fare  surrounding  the  President  at  the 
time  he  signed  the  bill. 


Therefore,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  it  thor¬ 
oughly  and  completely  understood  that 
in  supporting  this  bill  today,  I  am  not 
being  hoodwinked  into  believing  that  we 
are  correcting  an  unintentional  error  in 
the  legislation  to  which  I  previously  re¬ 
ferred.  We  are,  instead,  amending  one 
of  the  many  inequities  and  injustices  in 
that  legislation  which  should  have  been 
apparent  to  all  at  the  time  it  was  passed. 

Mi-.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
the  remainder  of  my  time  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Montana  [Mr.  Battin], 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  from 
Montana  is  recognized  for  2  minutes. 

(Mr.  BATTIN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  BATTIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  we  have 
heard  a  great  deal  of  conversation  about 
wanting  to  be  fair,  and  I  think  we 
should.  If  you  review  the  1962  Agricul¬ 
ture  Act  that  passed  the  House  there  was 
no  15-acre  exemption.  There  was  no  15- 
acre  exemption  in  the  bill  that  passed 
the  House  a  few  weeks  ago  and  also 
passed  the  Senate  and  that  went  to  con¬ 
ference.  Now  we  are  coming  back  and 
saying  we  need  a  15-acre  exemption  for 
the  small  wheat  farmers  who  plant 
corn,  sorghum,  and  everything  else,  and 
who  need  a  little  extra  income. 

I  represent  probably  the  largest  wheat- 
producing  area  in  the  United  States  as 
far  as  area  is  concerned.  You  are  asking 
me  and  you  are  asking  other  Members 
who  represent  the  commercial  wheat 
producers  of  this  country  to  go  home  and 
tell  our  people  they  have  to  take  a  20- 
percent  cut  in  their  acreage  and  at  the 
same  time  explain  why  the  15-acre  pro¬ 
ducer  should  come  back  in  a  program. 

What  about  the  consuming  areas? 
The  gentleman  from  Missouri  [Mr. 
Curtis]  made  a  very  fine  point.  We 
were  told  no  more  than  a  week  and  a 
half  ago  that  the  reason  we  had  to  have 
rigid  controls  on  wheat  producers  was 
that  we  simply  had  to  cut  down  wheat 
production,  yet  today  we  are  now  asked 
by  the  same  people  who  supported  con¬ 
trols,  the  same  people  who  insisted  on 
controls  to  cut  down  production,  now 
want  to  open  the  doors  and  let  more 
wheat  be  produced.  It  just  does  not 
make  any  sense,  and  I  do  not  think  it  is 
going  to  make  sense  to  other  Members  in 
this  House  who  want  to  help  the  con¬ 
suming  areas,  the  taxpayers  who  will 
have  to  pay  the  bill. 

What  worries  me,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  that 
some  Members  are  going  to  come  back 
next  year  again  asking  the  commercial 
wheat  producers  to  cut  back  again. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  1  minute. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  just  want  to  say  again 
I  think  our  committee  acted  as  promptly 
and  as  diligently  as  the  situation  de¬ 
manded  when  we  became  aware  of  the 
effect  that  the  bill  would  have  on  these 
250,000  or  300,000  small  wheat  farmers. 

We  have  given  you,  the  membership 
of  this  House,  an  opportunity  to  say 
whether  you  want  to  penalize  these 
farmers;  and  as  pointed  out  by  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Albert]  a 
large  majority  of  these  15-acre  people 
are  east  of  the  Mississippi  River. 
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I  can  readily  understand  how  the  large 
commercial  wheat  growers  feel  about 
this  15-acre  exemption.  I  sympathize 
with  their  situation  and  I  will  do  every¬ 
thing  I  can  to  prevent  further  expansion 
of  the  15-acre  exemption  now  in  the  law. 
After  1964  we  will  not  have  such  an 
exemption  on  the  statute  books. 

(Mr.  BREEDING  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  BREEDING.  Mr.  Speaker,  this 
amendment  adds  the  words  “or  1963” 
to  the  section  dealing  with  the  15-acre 
exemption.  Under  the  provisions  of  law 
in  effect  when  marketing  quotas  were 
approved  on  August  30  of  this  year,  every 
producer  was  eligible  to  seed  up  to  15 
acres  without  penalty.  Since  the  agri¬ 
cultural  bill  was  enacted  after  the  ref¬ 
erendum,  I  believe  it  was  the  intention 
of  the  committee  not  to  require  any 
reduction  in  allotments  on  permitted 
acres  below  that  in  effect  at  the  time  of 
the  referendum. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  it  is  not  only 
morally  wrong,  but  actually  unconstitu¬ 
tional  as  I  see  it  to  enact  retroactive 
legislation. 

The  farmers  in  my  district  know  that 
I  have  always  been  opposed  to  the  15- 
acre  exemption,  and  the  permanent 
wheat  program  for  1964  permanently 
repeals  the  15-acre  provision. 

This  amendment  as  I  understand  it, 
leaves  the  15-acre  exemption  as  it  has 
previously  been  under  the  old  1958  law. 

It  has  been  brought  to  my  attention 
that  without  this  legislation  it  would  be 
impossible  to  administer,  that  it  would 
be  hard  to  tell  just  when  the  wheat  was 
planted. 

The  seedings  in  the  new  act  says  that 
without  this  amendment  that  if  you 
planted  according  to  the  average  of  your 
recent  seedings  you  would  be  all  right 
but  if  you  seeded  up  to  15  acres  then  you 
would  have  to  pay  a  penalty  on  all  acres 
above  your  average,  a  penalty  of  about 
$1.10  per  bushel  times  your  normal  yield. 
Although  I  am  opposed  to  the  15-acre 
exemption  this  bill  keeps  the  status  of 
the  15-acre  exemption  as  it  was  admin¬ 
istered  under  the  old  1958  act. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  opposed  to  the  1-5- 
acre  exemption. 

I  am  opposed  to  this  legislation. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania  [Mr.  Fulton]. 

Mr.  FULTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a 
farm  myself  in  Pennsylvania,  a  small 
one,  and  I  am  interested  in  the  protec¬ 
tion  and  rights  of  the  small  fanners  of 
Pennsylvania  and  the  country.  I  be¬ 
lieve  this  bill  is  a  situation  where  we 
are  deciding  between  the  farmers  of  15 
acres  and  under  and,  on  the  other  hand, 
the  commercial  farmers  of  very  large¬ 
sized  acreage.  To  me,  in  the  U.S.  farm 
program  there  is  room  for  the  15-acre 
and  under  farmer  and  he  is  entitled  to 
his  full  rights  in  my  book. 

I  can  understand  the  situation  of  those 
fanners  in  the  Middle  West  areas  who 
think  there  should  be  commercial-size 
farms  only. 

But  it  is  in  the  commercial-farm 
States  that  the  surplus  are  arising. 


Eastern  States  such  as  Pennsylvania  are 
deficit  feed-growing  areas,  and  do  not 
cause  farm  surpluses.  As  a  matter  of 
fact  our  Pennsylvania  fanners  buy  their 
necessary  feed  from  other  States  when 
it  is  not  raised  on  their  own  farms,  or 
nearby  in  Pennsylvania.  So  our  Penn¬ 
sylvania  farmers  are  good  customers  of 
the  commercial  areas  of  the  Midwest 
States  and  should  not  be  penalized  by 
not  being  able  to  raise  15  acres  of  feed 
on  their  own  farms  to  feed  their  own 
animals.  Otherwise  if  the  small  fann¬ 
ers  have  to  destroy  the  crop  already 
planted,  or  part  of  it,  because  of  the 
current  state  of  agriculture  law,  they 
are  penalized  in  a  year  of  drouth  re¬ 
quiring  extra  feed,  and  have  to  pay  cash 
for  outside  feed,  plus  added  freight 
charges  from  Midwest  areas. 

As  an  eastern  district  small  farmer 
from  Pennsylvania,  knowing  in  what 
situation  the  Pennsylvania  small  farm¬ 
er  now  finds  himself,  I  favor  this  bill, 
and  hope  it  passes. 


CALL  OF  THE  HOUSE 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  make  the  point  of  order  that  a  quorum 
is  not  present. 

The  SPEAKER.  Evidently  a  quorum 
is  not  present. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  a 
call  of  the  House. 

A  call  of  the  House  was  ordered. 

The  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the 
following  Members  failed  to  answer  to 
their  names: 


[Roll  No.  259] 


Alexander 

Harris 

Powell 

Anfuso 

Harrison,  Va. 

Pucinski 

Arends 

Harsha 

Rains 

Aspinall 

Harvey,  Ind. 

Reifel 

Auchincloss 

Hebert 

Riley 

Baker 

Hiestand 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Baring 

Hoffman,  HI. 

Saund 

Barry 

Hoffman,  Mich.  Saylor 

Bass,  N.H. 

Hull 

Schadeberg 

Becker 

Ichord,  Mo. 

Scherer 

BeU 

Inouye 

Scranton 

Bennett,  Mich. 

Johnson,  Wis. 

Seely-Brown 

Berry 

Kastenmeier 

Shelley 

Betts 

Kearns 

Sheppard 

Blitch 

Kee 

Shipley 

Boggs 

Keith 

Short 

Bolling 

KUburn 

Sikes 

Boykin 

Kitchin 

Siler 

Burke,  Ky. 

Kowalski 

Smith,  Calif. 

Carey 

Kyi 

Smith,  Miss. 

Celler 

Laird 

Spence 

Chiperfield 

Latta 

Springer 

Coad 

McDonough 

Steed 

Curtin 

McDowell 

Taber 

Curtis,  Mass. 

Mclntire 

Taylor 

Daddario 

McMillan 

Teague,  Calif. 

Diggs 

McSween 

Thompson,  N.J. 

Dominick 

McVey 

Tollefson 

Dooley 

MacGregor 

Tupper 

Evins 

Magnuson 

Ullman 

Farbstein 

Martin,  Nebr. 

Utt 

Feighan 

Mason 

Van  Pelt 

Finnegan 

Michel 

Vinson 

Fogarty 

Miller,  Clem 

Watts 

Frazier 

Miller, 

Weis 

Farland 

George  P. 

Whalley 

Goodell 

Moore 

Whitten 

Goodling 

Moorehead, 

Wickersham 

Gray 

Ohio 

Willis 

Gubser 

Mosher 

Winstead 

Hall 

O’Brien,  Ill. 

Yates 

Hansen 

Passman 

Zelenko 

The  SPEAKER.  On  this  rollcall  311 
Members  have  answered  to  their  names, 
a  quorum. 

By  unanimous  consent,  further  pro¬ 
ceedings  under  the  call  were  dispensed 
with. 
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AMENDING  SECTION  309.  FOOD  AND 
AGRICULTURE  ACT  OF  1962 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
the  previous  question. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is.  Will 
the  House  suspend  the  rules  and  pass 
the  bill  H.R.  13241? 

The  question  was  taken  and  on  a 
division  (demanded  by  Mr.  Dole)  there 
were — ayes  180,  noes  57. 

Mr.  DOLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  demand 
the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  question  was  taken  and  there 
were — yeas  255,  nays  60,  not  voting  120, 
as  follows : 

[RoU  No.  260] 

YEAS — 255 


Abbltt 

Gallagher 

Monagan 

Abemethy 

Gary 

Montoya 

Adair 

Gathings 

Moorhead,  Pa. 

Addabbo 

Gavin 

Morgan 

Albert 

Giaimo 

Morris 

Alford 

Gilbert 

Morrison 

Andersen, 

Gonzalez 

Moss 

Minn. 

Granahan 

Moulder 

Anderson,  Ill. 

Grant 

Multer 

Andrews 

Green,  Oreg. 

Murphy 

Ashbrook 

Green,  Pa. 

Murray 

Ashley 

Griffin 

Natcher 

Ashmore 

Griffiths 

Nedzi 

Bailey 

Hagan,  Ga. 

Nix 

Bass,  Tenn. 

Hagen,  Calif. 

Norblad 

Beckworth 

Haley 

Norrell 

Bennett,  Fla. 

Halleck 

O’Brien,  N.Y. 

Blatnik 

Halpern 

O’Hara,  Ill. 

Boland 

Harding 

O’Hara,  Mich. 

Bonner 

Hardy 

O’Konskl 

Bow 

Harrison,  Va. 

O’Neill 

Brademas 

Harsha 

Ostertag 

Bray 

Harvey,  Mich. 

Passman 

Brewster 

Hays 

Patman 

Brooks,  Tex. 

Healey 

Perkins 

Brown 

Hechler 

Peterson 

Bruce 

Hemphill 

Pfost 

Buckley 

Henderson 

Philbln 

Burke,  Mass. 

Herlong 

Pike 

Burleson 

Holifleld 

Pilcher 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Holland 

Pillion 

Cannon 

Huddleston 

Pirnie 

Casey 

Jarman 

Poage 

Cederberg 

Jennings 

Poff 

Chamberlain 

Joelson 

Powell 

Chelf 

Johansen 

Price 

Church 

Johnson,  Md. 

Purcell 

Clark 

Jonas 

Randall 

Cohelan 

Jones,  Ala. 

Reece 

Colmer 

Jones,  Mo. 

Reuss 

Cook 

Judd 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Cooley 

Karsten 

Riehlman 

Corbett 

Karth 

Rivers,  Alaska 

Corman 

Kastenmeier 

Rivers,  S.C. 

Cramer 

Kelly 

Roberts,  Ala. 

Cunningham 

Keogh 

Roberts,  Tex. 

Dague 

Kilgore 

Robison 

Daniels 

King,  Calif. 

Rodino 

Davis, 

King,  N.Y. 

Rogers,  Colo. 

James  C. 

King,  Utah 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Davis,  John  W. 

Kluczynski 

Rooney 

Davis,  Tenn. 

Knox 

Roosevelt 

Dawson 

Kornegay 

Rosenthal 

Delaney 

Kunkel 

Rostenkowskl 

Dent 

Landrum 

Roudebush 

Denton 

Lane 

Roush 

Derwinski 

Lankford 

Rutherford 

Devine 

Lennon 

Ryan,  Mich. 

DingeU 

Lesinski 

Ryan,  N.Y. 

Donohue 

Libonati 

St.  Germain 

Dorn 

Lindsay 

Santangelo 

Dowdy 

Loser 

Schenck 

Downing 

McCulloch 

Schneebell 

Doyle 

McFaU 

Schweiker 

Dulski 

McMillan 

Scott 

Edmondson 

Macdonald 

Selden 

Elliott 

Mack 

Sisk 

Everett 

Madden 

Slack 

Faseell 

Mahon 

Smith,  Iowa 

Fenton 

Marshall 

Smith,  Va. 

Findley 

Mathias 

Staggers 

Fisher 

Matthews 

Stephens 

Flood 

May 

Stratton 

Flynt 

Meader 

Stubblefield 

Ford 

Merrow 

Sullivan 

Forrester 

Miller,  N.Y. 

Teague,  Tex. 

Fountain 

Milliken 

Thomas 

Friedel 

Mills 

Thompson,  La. 

Fulton 

Moeller 

Thompson,  Tex. 
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Thomson,  Wis. 

Van  Zandt 

Widnall 

Thornberry 

Waggonner 

Williams 

Toll 

Walter 

Wilson,  Ind. 

Trimble 

Weaver 

Wright 

Tuck 

Westland 

Young 

Udall,  Morris  K.  Wharton 

Zablocki 

Vanik 

Whitener 

NAYS— 60 

Alger 

Curtis,  Mo. 

Minshall 

Avery 

Derounian 

Morse 

Ayres 

Dole 

Nelsen 

Baldwin 

Durno 

Nygaard 

Baring 

Dwyer 

Olsen 

Bates 

Ellsworth 

Osmers 

Battin 

Fino 

Pelly 

Becker 

Glenn 

Quie 

Beermann 

Gross 

Ray 

Bolton 

Gubser 

Rhodes,  Ariz 

Breeding 

Harrison,  Wyo. 

St.  George 

Bromwell 

Hoeven 

Schwengel 

Broomfield 

Horan 

Shriver 

Broyhill 

Hosmer 

Sibal 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Jensen 

Smith,  Calif. 

Cahill 

Johnson,  Calif. 

Stafford 

Chenoweth 

Langen 

Teague,  Calif. 

Clancy 

Lipscomb 

Wallhauser 

Collier 

Mailliard 

Wilson,  Calif. 

Conte 

Martin,  Mass. 

Younger 

NOT  VOTING— 120 

Alexander 

Gray 

Pucinski 

Anfuso 

Hall 

Rains 

Arends 

Hansen 

Reifet 

Aspinall 

Harris 

Riley 

Auchincloss 

Harvey,  Ind. 

Rogers,  Tex.  • 

Baker 

Hubert 

Rousselot 

Barrett 

Hiestand 

Saund 

Barry 

Hoffman,  HI. 

Saylor 

Bass,  N.H. 

Hoffman,  Mich.  Schadeberg 

Belcher 

Hull 

Scherer 

Bell 

Ichord,  Mo. 

Scranton 

Bennett,  Mich. 

Inouye 

Seely-Brown 

Berry 

Johnson,  Wis. 

Shelley 

Betts 

Kearns 

Sheppard 

Blitch 

Kee 

Shipley 

Boggs 

Keith 

Short 

Bolling 

Kilburn 

Sikes 

Boykin 

Kirwan 

Siler 

Burke,  Ky. 

Kitchin 

Smith,  Miss. 

Carey 

Kowalski 

Spence 

Celler 

Kyi 

Springer 

Chiperfield 

Laird 

Steed 

Coad 

Latta 

Taber 

Curtin 

McDonough 

Taylor 

Curtis,  Mass. 

McDowell 

Thompson,  N.J. 

Daddario 

Mclntire 

Tollefson 

Diggs 

McSween 

Tupper 

Dominick 

McVey 

Ullman 

Dooley 

MacGregor 

Utt 

Evins 

Magnuson 

Van  Pelt 

Fallon 

Martin,  Nebr. 

Vinson 

Farbstein 

Mason 

Watts 

Feighan 

Michel 

Weis 

Finnegan 

Miller,  Clem 

Whalley 

Fogarty 

Miller, 

Whitten 

Frazier 

George  P. 

Wickersham 

Frelinghuysen 

Moore 

Willis 

Garland 

Moorhead, 

Winstead 

Garmatz 

Ohio 

Yates 

Goodell 

Mosher 

Zelenko 

Goodling 

O'Brien,  Ill. 

So  (two-thirds  having  voted  in  favor 
thereof)  the  rules  were  suspended  and 
the  bill  was  passed. 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs: 

On  this  vote: 

Mr.  Hebert  and  Mr.  Hull  for,  with.  Mr. 
Short  against. 

Mr.  Harvey  of  Indiana  and  Mr.  Betts  for, 
with  Mr.  Reifel  against. 

Mr.  Latta  and  Mr.  Goodling  for,  with  Mr. 
Laird  against. 

Mr.  Alexander  and  Mr.  Rogers  of  Texas  for, 
with  Mr.  Kearns  against. 

Mr.  Scranton  and  Mr.  Kilburn  for,  with 
Mr.  Belcher  against. 

Mr.  Curtin  of  Pennsylvania  and  Mr.  Baker 
for,  with  Mr.  McVey  against. 

Mr.  Shipley  and  Mr.  Gray  for,  with  Mr. 
Martin  of  Nebraska  against. 

Mr.  Garmatz  and  Mr.  Fallon  for,  with  Mr. 
Berry  of  South  Dakota  against. 

Mr.  Kitchin  and  Mr.  Boggs  for,  with  Mr. 
Tollefson  against. 

Mr.  Burke  of  Kentucky  and  Mr.  Rains  for, 
with  Mr.  Schadeberg  against. 

Mr.  George  P.  Miller  and  Mr.  Johnson  of 
Wisconsin  for,  with  Mr.  Kyi  against. 
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Mr.  Sikes  and  Mr.  Willis  for,  with  Mr.  Cur¬ 
tis  of  Massachusetts  against. 

Mr.  Daddario  and  Mr.  Fogarty  for,  with 
Mr.  Barry  against. 

Mr.  Aspinall  and  Mr.  MacGregor  for,  with 
Mr.  Keith  against. 

Until  further  notice: 

Mr.  Taylor  with  Mr.  Van  Pelt. 

Mr.  Inouye  with  Mr.  Siler. 

Mr.  Kirwan  with  Mr.  Moorehead  of  Ohio. 
Mr.  Thompson  of  New  Jersey  with  Mr. 
Hoffman  of  Illinois. 

Mr.  Ichord  with  Mr.  Goodell. 

Mr.  Kowalski  with  Mr.  Auchincloss. 

Mr.  Watts  with  Mr.  Bell. 

Mr.  Ullman  with  Mr.  Dooley. 

Mr.  Vinson  with  Mr.  Utt. 

Mr.  Anfuso  with  Mr.  Tupper. 

Mr.  Farbstein  with  Mr.  Mclntire. 

Mr.  Carey  with  Mr.  Heistand. 

Mr.  Celler  with  Mr.  Frelinghuysen. 

Mr.  Feighan  with  Mr.  Springer. 

Mr.  Pucinski  with  Mr.  Michel. 

Mr.  O’Brien  of  Hlinois  with  Mr.  Rousselot. 
Mr.  Finnegan  with  Mr.  Hall. 

Mrs.  Riley  with  Mr.  Saylor. 

Mr.  Frazier  with  Mr.  Mason. 

Mrs.  Hansen  with  Mr.  Chiperfield. 

Mr.  Harris  with  Mr.  Bass  of  New  Hamp¬ 
shire. 

Mr.  Shelley  with  Mrs.  Weis. 

Mr.  Sheppard  with  Mr.  Mosher. 

Mr.  Clem  Miller  with  Mr.  Hoffman  of 
Michigan. 

Mr.  McSween  with  Mr.  Moore. 

Mrs.  Kee  with  Mr.  Scherer. 

Mr.  Macdonald  with  Mr.  Taber. 

Mr.  Whitten  with  Mr.  Dominick. 

Mr.  Winstead  with  Mr.  Garland. 

Mr.  Zelenko  with  Mr.  Bennett  of  Michigan. 
Mr.  Yates  with  Mr.  Seely-Brown. 

Mr.  Evins  with  Mr.  McDonough. 

Mr.  HALEY,  Mr.  MILLER  of  New  York, 
and  Mr.  LINDSAY  changed  their  vote 
from  “nay”  to  “yea.” 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


THE  AGRICULTURE  ACT  OF  *062— A 
DESCRIPTIVE  SUMMARY^ 

(Mr.  COOLEY  asked  and  was  gnjen 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  tn|s 
point  in  the  Record  and  include  ex* 
traneous  matter.) 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  has  published 
a  descriptive  summary  of  the  Agricul¬ 
ture  Act  of  1962,  Public  Law  87-703. 
With  the  permission  of  the  House,  I  am 
inserting  this  summary  in  the  Record, 
in  the  thought  that  it  will  be  useful  to  the 
Members  as  a  concise  and  ready  refer¬ 
ence.  The  summary  follows: 

The  Agriculture  Act  of  1962 — A  Descriptive 
Summary 

The  act  (Public  Law  87-703)  consists  of 
four  main  titles,  each  of  which  Is  directed 
to  improving  and  up  dating  Federal  programs 
in  a  broad  area  of  action. 

Title  I  provides  new  authority  and  re¬ 
sources  for  putting  land  to  optimum  eco¬ 
nomic  and  social  uses.  It  gives  added  depth 
and  breadth  to  the  nationwide  rural  areas 
development  program,  offers  alternatives  to 
the  use  of  land  for  surplus  crop  production, 
opens  the  way  for  an  expansion  of  outdoor 
recreational  facilities  on  locally  owned  lands, 
and  gives  new  impetus  to  the  conservation  of 
land  and  water  resources,  flood  prevention, 
development  of  local  water  supply,  and  sim¬ 
ilar  measures  for  realining  and  improving 
land  use. 

Title  II  provides  new  authorities  for  pro- 
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gram  activities  calculated  to  promote  the 
consumption  of  agricultural  commodities 
abroad  through  amendments  to  the  food-forV 
peace  legislation.  / 

Title  III  provides  the  Secretary  of  ^ri- 
culture  with  new  authority  to  work ^with 
farmers  to  bring  agricultural  production  in 
line  with  domestic  and  export  nestis,  im¬ 
prove  and  stabilize  farm  income,  reduce 
surplus  stocks,  and  to  reduce  tl/e  costs  of 
farm  programs.  The  1963  wlpt  program 
calls  for  voluntary  diversion />f  land  from 
production  and  is  similar  tar  the  1962  pro¬ 
gram.  A  new  wheat  prognftm  for  1964  will 
serve  to  manage  suppliear  if  it  is  approved 
by  two-thirds  of  the  growers  in  a  referen¬ 
dum.  The  current  feau.  grain  program  will 
be  continued,  with  /me  changes,  in  1963. 
Starting  next  yeanf  wheat  and  feed  grain 
producers  who  participate  in  the  programs 
will  receive  payjnent  in  kind  of  18  cents  a 
bushel.  They  Vlso  will  receive  payments  for 
diverting  landnrom  these  crops. 

Title  IV ^authorizes  the  Department  to 
make  loan^  for  recreational  development  and 
facilities^}  individual  farmers  and  to  asso- 
ciationVserving  farmers  and  other  rural  peo¬ 
ple.  yfonong  other  provisions,  the  law  au¬ 
thorizes  that  the  total  amount  of  real  estate 
loa^s  that  may  be  made  out  of  the  insurance 
Ijnxd.  and  held  on  hand  at  any  one  time  is 
^rncreased  from  $10  to  $25  million. 

TITLE  I,  NEW  TOOLS  FOR  LAND-USE  ADJUSTMENT 
AND  RURAL  AREAS  DEVELOPMENT 

Valuable  new  resources  for  putting  land 
to  uses  desired  by  the  people — not  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  surplus  crops — are  authorized  in 
title  I  of  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of 
1962.  These  same  resources  will  give  new 
strength  to  the  nationwide  rural  areas  de¬ 
velopment  program. 

A  tremendous  expansion  of  outdoor  recrea¬ 
tional  facilities  for  all  Americans  will  re¬ 
sult  from  the  new  authorities  in  title  I  when 
coupled  with  credit  authority  in  title  IV  for 
“income-producing  recreational  enterprises” 
and  the  already  going  programs  of  the  U.S. 
Department  of  Agriculture. 

Recreational  development  on  locally  owned 
land  (none  of  it  will  be  bought  by  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government)  will  be  an  important  part 
"of  long-range  programs  to  put  unneeded 
cropland  into  other  paying  uses.  Grass  lands 
and  forest  lands  will  be  expanded.  So  will 
flood  prevention  and  development  of  water 
supply  for  rural  and  urban  use  and  for 
water-based  recreation.  New  impetus  will  be 
given  to  production  of  fish  and  wildlife  on 
farm  and  ranch  land. 

V  Under  provisions  of  title  I  and  other  au¬ 
thorities,  the  Department  of  Agriculture  is 
piVaared  to  launch  with  local  agencies  and 
organizations:  Rural  renewal  projects,  re- 
sourX^  conservation .  and  development 
projecXand  watershed  recreational  develop¬ 
ment. 

Additional  emphasis  will  be  given  to  get¬ 
ting  cropland  into  grass  and  trees  to  reduce 
crop  producflhn,  increase  forage  and  timber 
production,  ank  improve  food  and  cover  for 
wildlife.  Thes^k  changes  also  will  reduce 
erosion  and  silting^f  streams  and  water  sup¬ 
ply  reservoirs.  X^ 

These  and  otherXrograms  will  aid  in 
bringing  agricultural  Xroduction  into  bal¬ 
ance  with  needs.  The  department  has  esti¬ 
mated  that  in  1980,  all  dckaestic  and  greatly 
expanded  export  needs  f dk  farm  products 
can  be  produced  on  50  milflon  fewer  acres 
than  were  available  for  cropsXi  1959. 

The  new  programs  also  mesh  with  aid 
already  being  received  by  local  ^iral  peo¬ 
ple  under  the  Area  Redevelopmen^lct  and 
Accelerated  Public  Works  Act  in  Xopera- 
tion  with  the  Department  of  CommerV  and 
USD  A.  V 

New  land-use  adjustment  program  aulhoK 
ized  in  section  101  X 

Many  individual  farmers  under  this  sec¬ 
tion  will  be  eligible  for  additional  help  un- 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  received  Conference  report  on  agricultural  appropriation  bill, 
mouse  received  conference  report  on  foreign  trade  bill. \ Both  Houses  agreed  to 
conference  report  on  taxifill.  Confereees  agreed  to  fileXreport  on  pay  bill. 

Senate  passed  bills  to:yAmend  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  re  r5-acre  wheat  exemption 
for  1963  crop;  Increase  limitation  on  FHA  loans.  Both  Housey  received  and  Senate 
agreed  to  conference/report  on  school  lunch  fund  apportionments  bill .  Senate  passed 
foreign  aid  appropjpoation  bill.  Senate  committee  reported  bill\for  holding  World 
Food  Congress. 


HOUSE 

1.  AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1963.  Received  the  further  conference  report 
on  Amendments  in  disagreement  on  this  bill,  H,  R.  12648  (H.  Rept.  2^14).  All 
indments  previously  reported  in  disagreement  were  still  reported  in\dis- 
fgreement  (pp.  20596,  20650).  Attached  to  this  Digest  is  a  copy  of  the\con- 
ference  committee  report. 

*■  *  -  o  j  •  \  r  c.;  5  .•  '  ‘ 

APPROPRIATIONS.  Conferees  were  appointed  on  H.  R.  12900,  the  public  works 
appropriation  bill.  Senate  conferees  have  already  been  appointed,  p.  20568 
The  Appropriations  Committee  was  granted  permission  to  file  conference  re¬ 
ports  at  any  time.  p.  20568 
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PUBLIC  WORKS.  The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  the  consideration 
of  H.  R.  13273,  the  public  works  authorization  bill.  p.  20650 


PERSONNEL.  The  ’’Daily  Digest"  states  that  "Conferees,  in  executive  session, 
agreed  to  file  a  conference  report  on  the  differences  between  the  Senate-yand 
touse-passed  versions  of  H.  R.  7927,  providing  for  postal  rate  increases/and 
increases  in  Federal  employees'  salaries."  p.  D929 

le  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  reported  with  amendment  H.  R. 
953l\to  amend  the  law  relating  to  pay  for  postal  employees  (H.  Rep£<  2509). 
p.  20  o! 

Concurred  in  the  Senate  amendment  to  the  House  amendment  to  S./2697,  to 
amend  title  38,  U.S.C. ,  to  provide  an  extension  of  the  period  within  which 
certain  educational  programs  must  be  begun  and  completed  in  the  case  of  per¬ 
sons  called  bo  active  duty  during  the  Berlin  crisis.  This  bill  will  now  be 
sent  to  the  President,  p.  20569 

Received  frorikTreasury  a  report  of  the  operations  by  E4deral  departments 
and  establishments^ in  connection  with  the  bonding  of  officers  and  employees, 
p.  20650. 


5.  WATERSHEDS.  The  AgriciJiture  Committee  approved  theyiiork  plans  for  the  follow¬ 
ing  watersheds:  AnascoNRiver ,  P.  R. ,;  Bayou  Fols£,  La.;  Bee  Creek,  Kan.;  Big 
Indian  Creek,  Neb..;  Big  r(uddy  Creek,  Ky. ;  Big  Wyacondah,  Iowa;  Crooked  Bayou/" 
Ark.;  Duncan  Creek,  S.  C. ; >Hardin  Creek,  Tennyf  Kaercher  Creek,  Penn.;  LattasV 
Creek,  Ind. ;  Line  Creek,  Tenk. ;  Lower  Forest/River,  N.  Dak.;  Middle  Caney, 

Kan.;  Neshobe  River,  Vt.;  Salblick  Creek,  wC  Va. ;  Stucker  Fork,  Ind.;  Upper 
Bogue  Phalia,  Miss.;  Upper  Quabhag  River y^lass. ;  West  Fork  of  Pine  River,  Ky.; 
and  Silver  Creek,  Kan.  p.  20571 


6.  TAXATION.  Both  Houses  agreed  to  the\(6nference  report  on  H.  R.  10650,  the 
proposed  Revenue  Act  of  1962.  This/H>ljl  bill  now  be  sent  to  the  President. 
See  Digest  No.  150  for  items  of  i/rceresv.  pp.  20547-65,  20580-92 


7.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Received  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  11970,  the  proposed 
Tract  Expansion  Act  of  1962  (H£  Rept.  2518)  ?\pp.  20597-601,  20650 

The  Ways  and  Means  Committee  reported  witn\acriendment  H.  R.  12109,  to  amend 
the  Tariff  Act  of  1930  to /permit  certain  natural  grasses  and  other  natural 
materials  to  be  importe^'free  of  duty  (H.  Rept.  \516).  p.  20650 


8.  DRUGS.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  "Conferees,  executive  session,  agree! 
to  file  a  conferencpr  report  on  the  differences  between  the  Senate-  and  House- 
passed  versions  o^S.  1552,  proposed  Drug  Industry  Antitrust  Act."  p.  D929 


9.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Albert  announced  that  the  following  bills  will  be 
considered  on/Wed.:  H.  R.  13290,  the  supplmental  appropriation  bill;  H*  R» 
13273,  the  public  works  authorization  bill;  S.  1123,  to  extend  certain  child 
labor  provisions  of  the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  to  children  employed  in 
agriculture;  and  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  11665,  the  school  lunch  fund 
apportionment  bill.  He  further  announced  that  the  conference  report  on  the 
propq^ed  Trade  Expansion  Act  of  1962  will  be  considered  on  Thurs.  \p.  20616 


SENATE 


10.  WHEAT.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  13241,  to  amend  Sec.  309  of  the  Food 
and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962  so  as  to  provide  that  a  farm  marketing  quota  on 
the  1963  crop  of  wheat  shall  be  applicable  to  any  farm  on  which  acreage  of 
wheat  planted  exceeds  the  smaller  of  15  acres  or  the  highest  number  of  acres 
planted  to  wheat  on  the  farm  in  calendar  years  1959,  1960,  1961,  or  1963, 
(instead  of  1959,  1960,  or  1961).  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  Presi¬ 
dent.  p.  20492 
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The  bill  (S.  3760)  was  ordered  to  be 
engrossed  for  a  third  reading,  read  the 
^ third  time,  and  passed,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House 
oK Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
Aimgrica  in  Congress  assembled.  That  (a) 
section  201  of  the  National  Defense  Educa¬ 
tion  A^t  of  1958  is  amended  by  striking  out 
"each  Cr  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1962,  and/or  the  two  succeeding  fiscal  years” 
and  insertmg  in  lieu  thereof  “for  the  fiscal 
year  ending'wune  30,  1962,  $125,000,000  each 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1963,  and 
the  succeeding \scal  year”. 

(b)  Section  203'ib)  of  such  Act  is  amended 
by  striking  out  “$C50,000”  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  “$500,0f 

Sec.  2.  Section  30#ta)  (4)  of  such  Act  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(4)  The  amount  of  alw  State’s  allotment 
under  this  subsection  fds  any  fiscal  year 
which  the  Commissioner  determines  will  not 
be  required  for  such  fiscal  ye^r  for  carrying 
out  the  part  of  the  State  plafiUif  any)  ap¬ 
proved  under  this  part  for  which,  such  allot¬ 
ment  is  available  shall  be  availaWe  for  re¬ 
allotment  from  time  to  time,  on  such  dates 
during  such  year  as  the  Commissioner  may 
fix,  to  other  States  in  proportion  to  the'origi- 
nal  allotments  to  such  States  under Nthis 
subsection,  but  with  such  adjustments\^.s 
may  be  necessary  to  prevent  reallotment 
any  State  of  any  sum  in  excess  of  the  amount 
which  the'  Commissioner  estimates  it  needs 
and  will  be  able  to  use  for  such  year  for 
carrying  out  the  part  of  the  State  plan  for 
which  the  amount  reallotted  would  be  avail¬ 
able.  Any  amount  reallotted  to  a  State  un¬ 
der  this  paragraph  during  the  year  from 
funds  appropriated  pursuant  to  the  first  sen¬ 
tence  of  section  301  shall  be  deemed  part  of 
its  allotment  under  this  subsection  for  such 
year.” 

Sec.  3.  Section  303(a)  (1)  of  such  Act  is 
amended  by  striking  out  "suitable”  and  in¬ 
serting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  “and 
of  test-grading  equipment,  equipment  for 
use  by  teachers  or  students  in  public  ele¬ 
mentary  or  secondary  schools  for  producing 
or  reproducing  audiovisual  materials  for  in¬ 
structional  purposes,  and  specialized  equip¬ 
ment  for  audiovisual  libraries  or  centers 
serving  such  schools,”. 


EXTENSION  TO  OYSTER  PLANTERS 

OF  BENEFITS  OF  DISASTER  LOANS 

FOR  FARMERS  AND  STOCKMEN 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President, 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Senat 
proceed  to  the  consideration  of  Calendar 
No.  2181,  House  bill  946. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Ig/lhere 
objection? 

There  being  no  objection,  thrill  (H.R. 
946)  to  extend  to  oyster  planters  the 
benefits  of  the  provisions  oythe  present 
law  which  provide  for  production  dis¬ 
aster  loans  for  farmer^md  stockmen 
was  considered,  orderedrto  a  third  read¬ 
ing,  was  read  the  thirjT  time,  and  passed. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD^nMr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  in 
the  Record  an  mpeerpt  from  the  report — 
No.  2219 — exploring  the  purposes  of  the 
bill. 

There  behffe  no  objection,  the  excerpt 
was  ordergfl  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follow 

The  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  For¬ 
estry,  Jk>  whom  was  referred  to  bill  (H.R. 
946)  Ao  extend  to  oyster  planters  the  benefits 
of  ime  provisions  of  the  present  law  which 
pjBvide  for  production  disaster  loans  for 
rmers  and  stockmen,  having  considered 


the  same,  report  thereon  with  a  recommen¬ 
dation  that  it  do  pass  without  amendment. 

This  bill  would  authorize  disaster  loans 
to  oyster  planters  under  subtitle  C  of  the 
Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Administration 
Act  of  1961.  Hearings  were  held  by  the  sub¬ 
committee  in  charge  of  this  legislation  and 
have  been  printed.  There  was  no  opposition 
to  the  bill. 

At  the  hearing  several  witnesses  proposed 
an  amendment  to  include  shrimp  fishermen. 
The  committee  considered  this  amendment 
carefully,  but  felt  that  the  inclusion  of 
fishermen  who  move  from  place  to  place  in 
their  operations  and  whose  operations  have 
none  of  the  incidents  of  farming  should  not 
be  included  in  a  farm  loan  bill.  As  pointed 
out  in  the  attached  report  of  the  House 
Committee  on  Agriculture,  oystermen  gen¬ 
erally  are  not  covered  by  the  bill,  but  only 
oyster  planters.  Oyster  planters  plant,  cul¬ 
tivate,  and  harvest  their  crops  like  other 
farmers  and  have  been  treated  as  farmers  in 
other  farm  loan  legislation. 

The  report  *  *  *  of  the  House  Committee 
on  Agriculture  *  *  *  further  explains  the 
bill  and  the  need  for  its  enactment: 

“[H.  Rept.  No.  1502,  87th  Cong.,  2d  sess.] 

“The  Committee  on  Agriculture,  to  whom 
was  referred  the  bill  (H.R.  946)  to  extern 
oyster  planters  the  benefits  of  the  provision 
of  the  present  law  which  provide  for  proch/c- 
tion  disaster  loans  for  farmers  and  stoclynen, 
^having  considered  the  same,  report  favorably 
rereon  with  amendments  and  recgmmend 
th*t  the  bill  do  pass. 

le  amendments  are  as  follo\ 
rike  out  all  after  the  en^ting  clause 
and  insert: 

“  ‘That  subsection  (v)  ofi/section  321  of 
the  Consolidated  Farmers  Home  Administra¬ 
tion  Act  oll961  is  amended  by  striking  out 
“farmers  orVanchers”  ajfd  inserting  “farm¬ 
ers,  ranchersVor  oyst^  planters”  and  by 
striking  out  “nurmimf  or  ranching”  and  in¬ 
serting  “farmingj^r^nching,  or  oyster  plant¬ 
ing”.’ 

JRPOSE 

“The  bill  woufd  amend  the  emergency  loan 
provisions  oy  the  consolidated  Farmers 
Home  Administration  A  A  of  1961  to  make  it 
clear  that  Oyster  planters  a)(£  included  among 
the  eligiHne  recipients  of  suah  loans. 

“Emja^ency  loans  as  autncrized  by  this 
act  i xAy  be  made  by  the  Farmers  Home  Ad¬ 
ministration  only  in  so-called  cfteaster  areas 
which  have  been  designated  by  thWsecretary 
^Agriculture  as  the  result  of  a  finding  (1) 
rat  there  exists  in  such  area  a  general  need 
rfor  agricultural  credit  which  cannot  Be  met 
for  temporary  periods  of  time  by  private^co- 
operative,  or  other  responsible  sources 
•eluding  loans  under  regular  FHA  real  estat 
or  production  loan  authorities)  at  reason¬ 
able  rates  and  terms  for  loans  for  similar 
purposes  and  periods  of  time,  and  (2)  that 
the  need  for  such  credit  in  such  area  is  the 
result  of  a  natural  disaster. 

“Such  loans  may  be  made  for  any  of  the 
purposes  for  which  regular  FHA  real  estate 
or  production  loans  may  be  made  but  only 
in  the  event  of  the  three  conditions  noted 
above  (1)  that  there  has  been  a  natural 
disaster  in  the  area,  (2)  that  agricultural 
credit  is  not  available  from  any  other  re¬ 
sponsible  source,  and  (3)  that  the  area  has 
been  designated  as  a  disaster  area  by  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture.  Inclusion  of  oyster 
planters  in  this  disaster  loan  program  would 
not  make  them  eligible  for  regular  FHA 
loans. 

“NEED  FOR  THE  LEGISLATION 

“The  immediate  need  for  the  legislation  is, 
of  course,  the  disaster  which  has  struck 
the  oyster-producing  area  of  the  Atlantic 
coast  as  the  result  of  the  recent  destructive 
storm.  This  storm  washed  over  the  outer 
sand  barriers  and  into  the  bays  and  Inlets 
where  oysters  are  produced .  It  covered  many 


of  the  beds  with  sand,  killing  the  oyste 
therein,  and  otherwise  caused  serious 
age,  if  not  complete  destruction,  of  jrtany 
of  the  oysterbeds.  This  will  require  rehabil¬ 
itation  of  the  beds,  in  some  instances  the 
establishment  of  a  new  rock  bottonutm  which 
the  oysters  may  grow,  and  certainly  the  re¬ 
planting  of  the  beds  to  new  oysters. 

“Oystermen  are  distinguish^  from  other 
producers  of  seafoods  in  a f  least  two  re¬ 
spects:  (1)  Oysters  do  not  JSravel  from  place 
to  place  but  remain  fij^u  at  one  locality 
after  a  very  early  stage  of  their  development; 
and  (2)  most  oysters  Are  grown  on  legally 
designated  plots  of  land  beneath  the  sur¬ 
face  of  bays  and  ssy,  water  inlets  which  are 
marked  by  fixecy^  boundaries  and  which 
either  belong  try  the  oyster  planter  or  are 
leased  from  senne  State  or  other  agency  for 
the  purpose  of  oyster  production.  In  addi¬ 
tion,  oystenf  are  planted,  cultivated,  and 
harvested ymuch  as  any  other  agricultural 
crop  andr  are  ordinarily  produced  on  land 
which  Was  been  specially  prepared  for  that 
purple. 

this  connection,  it  will  be  noted  that 
the^  committee  has  used  the  words  “oyster 
inters”  rather  than  “oystermen”  to  dis¬ 
tinguish  the  operation  described  above  from 
’that  of  searching  for  oysters  in  the  open 
sea  and  harvesting  them  from  wild  beds. 

“The  concept  that  oyster  planters  might 
be  considered  farmers  under  the  provisions 
of  the  agricultural  loan  programs  is  not  a 
new  one.  By  the  act  of  June  18,  1934  (12 
U.S.C.  1131g-2)  Congress  authorized  produc¬ 
tion  credit  associations,  operating  under  the 
Farm  Credit  Administration,  to  make  loans 
to  oyster  planters.  The  authority  for  FHA 
emergency  loans  contained  in  this  bill  does 
not  duplicate  this  authority,  since  the  emer¬ 
gency  loan  provisions  of  the  act  provide  that 
such  loans  may  not  be  made  to  any  farmers 
(including  oyster  planters)  if  credit  is  avail¬ 
able  from  other  sources,  including  produc¬ 
tion  credit  associations. 

“COST 

“Since  the  total  amount  of  loans  by  the 
Farmers  Home  Administration  is  authorized 
from  year  to  year  by  the  Congress  and  since 
the  emergency  loans  to  oyster  planters  which 
might  be  made  pursuant  to  the  authority  of 
this  bill  would  come  within  that  total  au¬ 
thorization,  there  would  not  be  any  addi¬ 
tional  cost  to  the  Government  as  the  result 
of  the  enactment  of  this  bill. 

“COMMITTEE  AMENDMENT 

“H.R.  946  was  Introduced  on  January  3, 
1961,  before  the  enactment  in  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Act  of  1961  of  the  Consolidated 
Farmers  Home  Administration  Act  of  1961. 
This  act  consolidated  the  many  laws  relat¬ 
ing  to  FHA  loan  operation  into  one  statute 
and  repealed  a  number  of  previous  statutes 
'  ^elating  to  specific  parts  of  the  loan  program, 
eluding  the  act  of  April  6,  1949,  which 
H.1&.  946  would  have  amended.  The  com¬ 
mittee  amendment,  therefore,  merely  ap¬ 
plies  %he  purpose  of  H.R.  946  to  the  law  as  it 
exists  noday.” 


AMENDMENT  OF  CONSOLIDATED 
FARMErX  HOME  ADMINISTRA¬ 
TION  ACT^F  1961 

Mi-.  MANSFIBLD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate 
proceed  to  the  consideration  of  Calendar 
No.  2182,  House  bill  *2653. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

There  being  no  objec^on,  the  bill 
(H.R.  12653)  to  amend  the  Consolidated 
Farmers  Home  Administration  Act  of 
1961  in  order  to  increase  the  limitation 
on  the  amount  of  loans  which\iay  be 
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insured  under  subtitle  A  of  such  act  was 
considered,  ordered  to  a  third  reading, 
wa^yread  the  third  time,  and  passed. 

MrS.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  printed 
in  the  Record  an  excerpt  from  the  re¬ 
port — No.  >220 — explaining  the  purposes 
of  the  bill/\ 

There  being,  no  objection,  the  excerpt 
was  ordered  toNse  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows:  \ 

mposE 

The  purpose  of  this \ill  is  to  increase  from 
$150  million  annually  \p  $200  million  an¬ 
nually  the  amount  of  loHns  which  may  be 
insured  under  the  Consolidated  Farmers 
Home  Administration  Act  of\961. 

NEED  FOR  THE  LEGISL/\lON 

A  substantial  part  of  the  FH5l  loan  pro¬ 
gram  for  farmers  is  carried  out  bV  insuring 
loans  made  by  private  credit  agencies  which 
meet  the  standards  and  requirement^^  the 
Farmers  Home  Administration,  rather\than 
by  the  direct  use  of  Federal  funds.  The  cur¬ 
rent  authorization  for  such  loans,  enactedVs 
part  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1961,  limira. 
the  amount  of  insured  loans  in  any  fiscal' 
year  to-  $150  million.  The  demand  for  in¬ 
sured  loans  was  so  great  during  the  last 
previous  fiscal  year  that  the  $150  million 
annual  insurance  authorization  was  ex¬ 
hausted  on  May  11,  1962.  This  bill  will 
permit  FHA  to  meet  this  demand  for  agri¬ 
cultural  credit  at  least  for  the  current  fiscal 
year  by  increasing  the  authorization  for  in¬ 
sured  loans  to  $200  million. 

COMMITTEE  AMENDMENT 

The  bill  as  introduced  would  have  au¬ 
thorized  an  increase  in  the  amount  of  in¬ 
sured  loans  to  $300  million.  The  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  in  reporting  favorably  on  the 
bill  recommended  that  this  be  reduced  to 
$200  million  and  the  committee  has  followed 
this  recommendation. 

COST 

There  will  be  no  appreciable  increase  in 
administrative  cost  as  the  result  of  this 
legislation  and,  on  the  contrary,  it  will  per¬ 
mit  a  substantial  increase  in  FHA  loans  to 
farmers  with  the  use  of  private  funds  rather 
than  Federal  funds. 


AMENDMENT  OF  RURAL  ELECTRI¬ 
FICATION  ACT  OF  1936 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate 
proceed  to  the  consideration  of  Calen¬ 
dar  No.  2183,  House  bill  10708. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  j 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill  (HR. 
10708)  to  amend  section  203  oLrthe 
Rural  Electrification  Act  of  19JR5,  as 
amended,  with  respect  to  communica¬ 
tion  service  for  the  transmission  of 
voice,  sounds,  signals,  pictures,  writing, 
or  signs  of  all  kinds  thro u an  the  use  of 
electricity,  which  had  been  reported 
from  the  Committee  on ^Agriculture  and 
Forestry,  with  an  amendment  on  page  2, 
line  4,  after  the  wordr“mean”,  to  strike 
out  “telegraph  series  or  facilities,  or 
community  antenna  television  system 
services  or  facilities  such  service  and 
facilities  shall  ife  limited  to  closed  cir¬ 
cuit  television  operations  other  than 
those  intended”  and  insert  “message  tel¬ 
egram  service  or  community  antenna 
televisions  system  services  or  facilities 
other  tjaan  those  intended  exclusively”. 

The/ amendment  was  agreed  to. 


/ 


The  amendment  was  ordered  to  be  en¬ 
grossed  and  the  bill  to  be  read  a  third 
time. 

The  bill  was  read  the  third  time  and 
passed. 


LEASE  AND  TRANSFER  OF  TOBACCO 
ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Sen¬ 
ate  proceed  to  the  consideration  of  Cal¬ 
endar  No.  2184,  House  bill  12855. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  (H.R. 
12855)  to  amend  the  Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment  Act  of  1938  relating  to  the 
lease  and  transfer  of  tobacco  acreage 
allotments  was  considered,  ordered  to  a 
third  reading,  was  read  the  third  time, 
and  passed. 


POLE  MOUNTAIN  DISTRICT 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
sask  that  the  Senate  now  proceed  to  con¬ 
sider  Calendar  No.  2185,  Senate  bill  3370. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

These  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill  (S.  337jr> 
to  autho^ze  the  Secretary  of  Agr^ul- 
ture  to  relinquish  to  the  State  of  Jwyo- 
ming  jurisdiction  over  those/lands 
within  the  Medicine  Bow  National  For¬ 
est  known  as  she  Pole  Mountain  dis¬ 
trict,  which  had  Been  reportan  from  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  smd  Forestry, 
with  an  amendmen\  on  jreige  1,  line  3, 
after  the  word  “autnotffzed”,  to  strike 
out  “and  directed  to  yPrtinquish  to  the 
State  of  Wyoming  an”\md  insert  “to 
relinquish  to  the  Stme  of  VCvoming  such 
measure  as  he  may  deem  desirable  of 
legislative”;  so  £ur  to  make  thesbill  read: 

Be  it  enacted  My  the  Senate  anaSHouse  of 
Representative of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  C&igress  assembled.  That  Pa)  the 
Secretary  (^Agriculture  is  authorized  re¬ 
linquish  JA  the  State  of  Wyoming  sVh 
measure  Jts  he  may  deem  desirable  of  legist 
lative  jurisdiction  heretofore  acquired  by> 
the  Ujpted  States  over  lands  within  the  Med- 
icinjr  Bow  National  Forest  constituting  the 
aro(f  known  as  the  Pole  Mountain  District, 
cheated  by  Executive  Order  Numbered  4245, 
plated  June  5,  1925,  as  amended  by  public 
land  order  numbered  1897,  dated  July  10, 
1959. 

(b)  Relinquishment  of  jurisdiction  under 
the  authority  of  this  Act  may  be  made  by 
filing  with  the  Governor  of  the  State  of  Wy¬ 
oming  a  notice  of  such  relinquishment, 
which  shall  take  effect  upon  acceptance 
thereof  by  the  State  of  Wyoming  in  such 
manner  as  the  laws  of  such  State  may 
prescribe. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
for  a  third  reading,  read  the  third  time, 
and  passed.  _ 


AMENDMENT  OF  FOOD  AND  AGRI¬ 
CULTURE  ACT  OF  1962 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate 
proceed  to  the  consideration  of  Calen¬ 
dar  No.  2186,  Senate  bill  3756, 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  stated  by  title. 


The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (S. 
3756)  to  amend  section  309  of  the  Food 
and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Instead,  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
Senate  proceed  to  the  consideration  of 
House  bill  13241,  to  amend  section  309 
of  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962. 
This  bill  was  received  only  today  from 
the  House  of  Representatives;  and,  first, 
I  ask  that  the  bill  be  read  twice. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered;  and  the  Sen¬ 
ate  will  now  proceed  to  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  House  bill  13241,  to  amend  sec¬ 
tion  309  of  the  Food  and  Agriculture 
Act  of  1962. 

The  bill  is  open  to  amendment.  If 
there  be  no  amendment  to  be  proposed, 
the  question  is  on  the  third  reading  of 
the  bill. 

The  bill  (H.R.  13241)  was  ordered  to 
a  third  reading,  read  the  third  time,  and 
passed. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection.  Senate  bill  3756  will  be  indefi¬ 
nitely  postponed. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Those  are  all  the 
measures  on  the  calendar  which  I  wish 
to  ask  the  Senate  to  consider  at  this 
time. 


CONSERVATION  NEWS  CITES  NA¬ 
TIONAL  WILDLIFE  FEDERATION’S 

BASIC  PURPOSE  OF  ESTABLISH¬ 
ING  AND  MAINTAINING  NATIONAL 

PARKS 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent — 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President, 
how  much  time  does  the  Senator  from 
Texas  wish? 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  One  minute. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield  1  minute  to 
the  Senator  from  Texas. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President, 
the  Conservation  News,  a  publication  of 
the  National  Wildlife  Federation,  re¬ 
cently  published  a  series  of  excellent 
articles  dealing  with  the  purpose  and 
some  of  the  problems  of  national  parks. 

V  Since  this  87th  Congress  has  estab¬ 
lished  a  record  by  legislation  author¬ 
izing  three  national  seashore  recrea¬ 
tional  areas,  opening  up  vast  new  areas 
to  permanent  public  use,  this  article  in 
the  ConServation  News  will,  I  am  sure,  be 
of  interesRXo  my  colleagues. 

The  thr<^  national  seashore  recrea¬ 
tional  areas  established  by  this  Congress 
are  Point  Reyes  in  California,  Cape  Cod 
in  Massachusetts,  "and  Padre  Island,  off 
the  Texas  Gulf  Const.  The  most  recent 
of  these  to  be  approved  was  my  bill  for 
a  national  seashores,  recreational  area 
on  80.5  miles  of  Padre  inland. 

Because  of  the  interest  in  national 
parks  and  the  concern  of  this  87th  Con¬ 
gress  over  the  need  for  preserving  recre¬ 
ational  areas  for  this  and  futwe  genera¬ 
tions  and  because  of  the  difference  in 
national  parks,  national  seashore  rec¬ 
reational  areas,  and  national  military 
parks,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  toiiave 
printed  in  the  Record  an  article,  cap¬ 
tioned  “National  Parks — A  National  EC 
sue”  from  the  October  1,  1962,  edition  op 
Conservation  News. 


87th CONGRESS  T  T  1  00/11 

2dSessioh  |-|#  |\.  l0Z41 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

October  2  (legislative  day,  October  1) ,  1962 
Received ;  read  twice,  considered,  read  the  third  time,  and  passed 


AN  ACT 

To  amend  section  309  of  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of 

1962. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  item  (7)  of  Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress 

4  (7  U.S.C.  1340(7)),  as  amended  by  section  309  of  the 

5  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962,  is  amended  by  changing 

6  the  period  at  the  end  thereof  to  a  comma  and  adding  “or 

7  1963.” 

Passed  the  House  of  Eepresentatives  October  1,  1962. 

Attest:  EALPH  E.  EOBEETS, 

Clerk. 
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Public  Law  87-801 
87th  Congress,  H.  R.  13241 
October  1 1,  1962 

an  act 

76  STAT.  909. 

To  amend  section  30!)  of  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  l!Ki2. 


lie  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  Hou.se  of  Representatives  of  the 
United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled ,  That  item  (7)  of  Food  and  Agri- 
Public  Law  74,  Seventy-seventh  Congress  (7  U.S.C.  1340(7)),  as  oulture  Act  of 
amended  by  section  309  of  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962,  is  1962>  £unend“ 
amended  by  changing  the  period  at  the  end  thereof  to  a  comma  and  ment* 
adding  “or  1963.”  75  stat«  297» 

Approved  October  11,  1962.  p*  618, 
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